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I. Introduction 
 
Years ago, victims of crime only had a few rights and more extensive rights were not codified and 
largely absent. The victim only served as a prosecutorial witness. They had the rights to be heard, 
informed and be present within the criminal justice systems. However, they did not have the right to be 
informed about the arrest or release of potential perpetrators of the crime and were not notified about 
the court proceedings which meant that the presence of the perpetrator was unknown to them. The focus 
of attention was on suspects and offenders (Gážiová & Jan Kralik, 2016: p.83).  
At European Union (hereafter: EU) level, the topic of victims’ rights has been given considerable 
attention in the recent years. As victims’ rights have become part of EU legislation, they became 
established in Member States’ jurisdictions (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 84). In the Netherlands, for 
example, a new law appeared concerning victims’ rights in April 2017 because of EU legislation (NOS, 
2017). 
A network for victims’ rights 
The European Commission (hereafter: Commission) created a legal framework for establishing minimal 
standards on the victims’ rights. The efforts of the EU to support and recognize the priority given to 
victims of crime led to the establishment of the European Network on Victims’ Rights (hereafter: 
ENVR). Since the Netherlands have improved the position of the victim in the past years, the position 
of victims was a priority of the Netherlands EU presidency. 1  Thus, in the EU presidency of the 
Netherlands, the Netherlands initiated the ENVR. The network was initiated within the framework of 
the Netherlands Presidency of the Council of the European Union, in cooperation with France, Ireland 
and Slovakia. In June 2016, ENVR was established in the Council Conclusions.2 Council Conclusions 
are used to identify specific issues of concern, which outline the particular actions that the EU has to 
take, or the goals to reach.3  
The network concentrates on further reinforcement of the position of victims not only in criminal but 
also in civil matters within the entire EU area. The rights of victims have already been laid down in EU 
legislation, but the network focuses on a just implementation of this legislation, as it was expected that 
Member States would face difficulties with this implementation. Therefore, discussing the 
implementation and best practices with each other within a network was deemed to be an appropriate 
way to achieve the right implementation on victims’ rights. (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 85).  
                                                          
1 https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/actueel/nieuws/2016/02/19/eerste-bijeenkomst-van-het-european-network-on-victims-rights. 
2 http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9997-2016-INIT/en/. 
3 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/european-council/conclusions/. 
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The network consists out of government officials, serving to exchange best practices concerning the 
implementation of the EU legislation in the area of victims’ rights and cooperation in cross-border cases 
(Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 88). According to Van der Steur, the Minister of Security and Justice of the 
Netherlands at the time, Member States can learn from each other through sharing their own difficult 
issues and best practices (Van der Steur, 2016: p. 3). The first meeting of the ENVR was held in February 
2016. 
The ENVR as transgovernmental network 
As it was stated above, the ENVR consists out Member States that exchange best practices concerning 
implementation. Such networks are defined by Keohane and Nye as transgovernmental relations: ‘sets 
of direct interactions among sub-units of different governments that are not controlled or closely guided 
by the policies of the cabinets or chief executives of those governments’ (1974: p. 43). Also, Keohane 
and Nye explained the existence of those networks by arguing that communications among governments 
increased because bureaucracies nowadays have to deal with such problems that follow out of a 
broadening agenda of the government. Therefore, direct communication between the specific policy 
makers is deemed to be more useful than indirect communication through foreign offices (Keohane and 
Nye, 1974: p. 42). In the case of the establishment of the ENVR, direct communication was also deemed 
necessary and therefore led to the belief that a transgovernmental network on victims’ rights had to be 
established.  
The establishment of the network was in 2016, in a time where Euroscepticism was on the rise across 
Europe. The Pew Research Centre found a drop in support for the EU across seven important European 
countries. This study also revealed that not one single European country wants more powers delegated 
to the European Union (Wright, 2016).  
Despite the Eurosceptic environment, the need for networks like the ENVR remain to exist due to 
difficulties in the policy making and implementation of EU legislation for the policy makers. A network 
as the ENVR supports the exchange of best practices and helps national policy makers to do a good job 
on the policy making. However, next to the need for networks such as the ENVR, it also appears that 
there are concerns about transgovernmental networks. Most of the transgovernmental networks are 
established behind the scenes and are mostly supporting already established, well-known institutes. 
Because most of the networks are established behind the scenes and therefore lack transparency and 
visibility, there are several studies that are raising concerns with regard to transgovernmental networks 
(Papadopoulos, 2007; Slaughter, 2001). 
Transgovernmental networks and accountability 
Accountability provides legitimacy to public officials and public organizations whereas governments in 
western societies face an increasingly critical public. Accountability relationships are concerned to be 
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mandatory to provide transparent, responsive and responsible governance to assure confidence in 
government officials. This will bridge the gap between citizens and their representatives (Bovens, 2010: 
p. 954). Bovens (2007) called public accountability further ‘the hallmark of modern democratic 
governance’, which also indicates the importance of accountability within governments. Brandsma and 
Schillemans (2012) agree that accountability is ‘one of the cornerstones of a democratic political system’ 
(2012: p. 953). However, they also acknowledge that there is little known about accountability in 
practice. Empirical research in accountability is described as ‘fragmented, episodic and scarce’ 
(Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 953). Moreover, most of the literature on accountability focuses 
rather on how to achieve accountability instead of describing the process (Romzeck and Dubnick, 1987: 
p. 228). 
As for studies on accountability within transgovernmental networks, these mostly focus on the problems 
of accountability structures within such networks and how the concerns related to these problems should 
be addressed. Meanwhile, accountability studies on governing bodies within the European Union, such 
as the European Parliament and the Council, question the extent to which the bodies are being held 
accountable4 This is examined through determining the accountability relationships, thus describing the 
ones that have to give account, what they have to give account for and the ones that hold the other 
accountable.  
Studies on accountability within transgovernmental networks raise accountability concerns, but, as 
pointed out above, the focus of these studies only lies on the concerns, and not on describing the 
accountability relationships within the context of these networks. It must therefore be deemed important 
to question and analyze the ways in which accountability structures in such networks are being realized, 
because the need for these networks, but also, accountability concerns remain. 
As was pointed out by Brandsma and Schillemans, there is little known about accountability in practice, 
thus little descriptive research to the process of accountability. Therefore, analyzing the accountability 
structures within the context of transgovernmental networks could firstly lead to an addition to the 
studies on accountability studies, as descriptive research within these studies is perceived to be scarce. 
Secondly, it will address the tension between the need for transgovernmental networks and the 
accountability related concerns about them, as it will provide insights in the accountability structures of 
these networks. Taking this into consideration, this leads to the following research question: 
‘How is accountability arranged in transgovernmental networks?’ 
  
                                                          
4 For example, M. van de Steeg (2007) - Public Accountability in the European Union: Is the European Parliament able to 
hold the European Council accountable?; E. Cannizaro (2002) – The European Union as an Actor in International Relations. 
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II. Theoretical framework 
 
In order to describe how accountability is arranged, in this theoretical framework, the definition of 
accountability according to existing theories will be provided. Moreover, in this framework, there will 
be an elaboration on how accountability relationships can be classified. Lastly, the theoretical concerns 
about accountability relationships within transgovernmental networks will be discussed. 
§2.1 Accountability 
Within this paragraph, there will be an elaboration on the meaning of accountability. Accountability is 
perceived as a contested concept, that remains disconnected in the academic literature (Brandsma, 
Schillemans, 2012: p. 954).  
Bovens, Schillemans and ‘t Hart (2008) discuss the transatlantic divide of the meanings of 
accountability. They argue that accountability often covers numerous other concepts. The Anglo-
American political and scholarly discourse use accountability as a normative concept. Accountability as 
normative concept holds that it sets standards for evaluating the behavior of public actors. The focus 
thus lies on the virtue of accountability or measuring the quality of the organization or its officials 
(Bovens, Schillemans & ‘t Hart, 2008: p. 226). In British, Australian and continental European scholarly 
debates, Bovens, Schillemans and ‘t Hart argue that accountability is used in a sense that is descriptive 
and narrow instead of normative. This means that the focus lies on the institutional arrangements for 
accountability, studying a social mechanism in which an actor can be held to account by a forum. 
(Bovens, Schillemans & ‘t Hart, 2008: p. 227). 
Bovens (2010) further elaborates on accountability as a social mechanism. He argues that the traditional 
concept of accountability contains a relationship between two players: a forum and an actor (Bovens, 
2010: p. 951). The concept further involves the obligation in the relationship of explaining and justifying 
a conduct by the actor. This explaining and justifying does not only requires the provision of information 
about the actor’s conduct, it also requires the possibility for the forum to ask questions about the conduct. 
This concept of accountability can be perceived as passive accountability, because in this concept, actors 
are held accountable by a forum after  their conduct. This conceptualization is used by Bovens to define 
his narrow and passive definition of accountability:  ‘a relationship between an actor and a forum, in 
which the actor has an obligation to explain and justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose questions 
and pass judgment, and the actor may face consequences’ (Bovens, 2007: p. 450). This definition can 
be seen as narrow since it does not discuss the debate about accountability as a virtue and the quality of 
the organization, but rather focuses on describing accountability as a relationship.  Furthermore, this 
definition is perceived as narrow as Bovens focuses on only one actor and one forum within his 
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definition, and is focused at ex-post accountability, since within his definition, the actor is held 
accountable after its conduct.  
This research will use the descriptive, British, Australian and continental European definition of 
accountability, since the research also tries to define the accountability relationships within a 
transgovernmental network in the European Union. However, the research will also take into account 
ex-ante accountability behavior, both by the forum as by the actor, as it aims to provide the most detailed 
description of the accountability relationship within the network In this research, it is not deemed 
relevant to elaborate on the Anglo-American political definition of accountability that is merely 
normative and is setting standards for the evaluation of the behavior of public actors. This would go 
beyond the aim of this research, which is describing, rather than evaluating, accountability relationships. 
§2.2 Purposes of accountability 
Accountability as described above is deemed necessary to assure that public officials and public 
organizations remain being inspected in order for them to stay on the right path. It thus contributes to 
the legitimacy of public governance. Furthermore, it also serves more specific and direct purposes 
(Bovens, 2010: p. 954). Three purposes can be pointed out. These purposes are relevant since they 
represent the demand for accountability (Bovens, 2010; Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000). When the 
purposes of accountability are not fulfilled, the demand for accountability is not answered. 
First, public account giving can have the important function to establish the public catharsis. This means 
creating the opportunity for repairing and forgiving the conducts of a public organization (Bovens, 2010: 
p. 954). It seems that Aucoin and Heintzman (2000: p. 49) call upon this matter as ‘accountability as 
assurance’. It holds that the forum has the need to be assured that the authority and its resources act in 
accordance with law, public policy and public service value in the light of the distribution of authority 
and responsibility. 
Secondly, an accountability mechanism is crucial as a feedback mechanism to establish a popular control 
of government (Bovens, 2010: p. 955).  When there is an accountability relationship to legal and 
administrative forums, it constitutes an important mechanism to prevent and detect corruption and the 
abuse of public powers (Bovens, 2010: p. 956). It looks like Aucoin and Heintzman point at this matter 
as the need for ‘accountability as control’ (2000: p. 47). The actor has to know it is being controlled by 
the forum. This function of accountability described by the authors seeks to provide the prevention of 
abuse or misuse of coercive powers by the authority. It holds that accountability structures and 
mechanisms have to control the exercise of power (Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000: p. 48). 
Lastly, an accountability mechanism can also induce reflection and learning. This results in learning 
how to improve the performance by public organizations and their officials (Bovens, 2010: p. 956). This 
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function of learning is being called upon by Aucoin and Heintzman as well: they call this purpose of 
‘accountability as continuous improvement’. The performance of the organization is being assessed and 
therefore it is deemed that this will stimulate improvements in that organization (Aucoin and Heintzman, 
2000: p. 52). They further point out that this purpose of accountability is trying to establish a better 
political culture and an enhancement of political behavior (Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000: p. 53).  
The figure below visualizes the purposes of accountability as described above. Figure 1 shows that the 
three purposes of accountability as assurance, control and can be independent purposes of accountability 
relationships. However, there can be multiple purposes of accountability relationships. This means that 
an accountability relationship is, for example, established, to detect and prevent abuse of powers 
(control) but also, to assure the public that the governing organizations are acting in accordance with the 
rules. The purposes are not dependent upon another one, however, establishing an accountability 
relationship to prevent and detect abuse of power can also lead to the assurance that the governing bodies 
are acting in accordance with the law, or to improvement of the performance of the organization. It is 
therefore important to assess the deemed purpose of the studied accountability relationship when it was 
established, and not the consequence of the accountability relationship. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Purposes
Control
AssuranceContinuous 
improvement
Figure 1: Visualization of the accountability purposes 
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§2.3 Accountability relationships 
Even though accountability seems to be a disconnected and contested concept, a common element of 
accountability seems to be that the concept relates to relationships between government officials and 
forums (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). The definition of accountability therefore often 
occurs when referring to a relationship or mechanism that deals with the obligation of the actor to explain 
and justify his or hers conduct (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). 
§2.3.1 Accountability holder and accountability holdee 
To describe an accountability relationship, first, it must be pointed out that there are two players in the 
accountability relationship, which Bovens defines as the actor and the forum. Behn (2001, p. 2) calls 
upon the forum as the ‘accountability holder’ and upon the actor as the ‘accountability holdee’, as the 
two players within an accountability system. Accountability holders are the ones that hold the other one 
in the relationship accountable for their behavior whereas the holdee has to give account for its conduct 
to the accountability holder. Behn suspects that the people who are being held accountable will know 
that they are obliged to give account for their conducts and also, what being hold accountable means to 
them. Mostly, it means that when they do a good job, nothing happens, but when they screw up, they 
can expect punishment (Behn, 2001: p. 3).  
§2.3.2 The elements of an accountability relation 
In the literature, there are three steps described in an accountability relationships that constitute 
accountability (Bovens, 2010: p. 950). These steps can be considered as the background to the actual 
relationship between the actor and the forum, as the different steps are able to show the stages of the 
relationship. 
The first can be remarked as the information phase (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955).  In this 
phase, it is deemed crucial that the actor has a feeling or knows that it is obliged to inform the forum 
about the conduct it has performed (Bovens, 2010: p. 952) Within this phase, the actor is expected to 
provide the information on its performance and the explanation or justification of possible failures of 
the conduct (Bovens, 2010: p. 952). An example is a self-evaluation report or an annual report on their 
conduct (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). 
The second phase of an accountability relation is considered to be the discussion phase (Brandsma and 
Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). This means that the forum has got the possibility to question the information 
provided by the forum or the legitimacy of the actor’s conduct (Bovens, 2010: p. 952). This phase can 
vary in intensity as the discussion will sometimes appear to focus on minor details of a certain conduct 
whereas other discussions would constitute an opportunity for both the actor and the forum to 
extensively elaborate on their arguments. When there is room for a more intense discussion, the 
8 
 
accountability relationship is considered to be well-established. In that case, the accountability 
information is namely actively assessed by the forum. Furthermore, the actor is granted the possibility 
to elaborate on its reasons for the conduct (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). 
The third phase is described as the consequences phase (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). This 
phase holds that the forum is allowed to pass judgment on the actor’s conduct. When there is a negative 
judgment, the forum mostly imposes sanctions on the actor (Bovens, 2010: p. 952) Bovens concurs with 
Mulgan (2003: p. 9) and Strom (2003: p. 62) that the possibility of imposing sanctions is the key element 
for accountability to be regarded as a mechanism. He uses a neutral expression instead of ‘the possibility 
of imposing sanctions’, namely that ‘the actor may face consequences’ (Bovens, 2010: p. 952). These 
consequences may be formalized, but can also be informal. This means that they are based on unwritten 
rules (Bovens, 2010: p. 952). Brandsma and Schillemans acknowledge this reasoning of Bovens, since 
they divide sanctions in formal and informal sanctions and therefore include informal sanctions in the 
consequences phase. Formal sanctions are deemed to be bonuses, rewards or termination of contracts 
(Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955), whereas informal sanctions appear to be public criticism or 
praise, for example (Brandsma and Schillemans, 2012: p. 955). Since the inclusion of unwritten rules 
will lead to a more extensive description of the accountability relationship within the phase of 
consequences, the expression of Bovens will be used within this research. Also, unwritten rules can have 
influences on the behavior of the actor in the same way formalized rules can influence the behavior, and 
therefore, the research would miss important features that describe the accountability relationship when 
only assessing the formalized rules.  
This research will follow the line of reasoning of Bovens, Brandsma and Schillemans regarding the three 
phases of an accountability relationship since this theory is deemed to be interesting for the main purpose 
of this research, namely, describing the accountability relationship within the transgovernmental 
network.  
The figure on the next page, figure 2, visualizes the three phases of the accountability relationship. It 
restates the most important features of each phase: the accountability relationship first has an 
information phase in which the actor provides information on its conduct and explains and justifies the 
possible failures. In the next phase, the forum has the possibility to question the provided information 
given in the first phase. Lastly, in the third phase of an accountability relationship, the forum, after the 
information is provided and discussed, is allowed to judge the actor’s conduct and has the possibility of 
formalized and unwritten sanctions. 
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§2.4 Classification of accountability relationships 
There are three questions to classify accountability relations (Bovens, 2010: p. 953). These questions 
aim to find the actor and forum within the relationship and the nature of the accountability mechanism. 
The classification of the accountability relationship is therefore based on the identification of the actor 
and the forum within the accountability relationship and the nature of the accountability relationship. 
§2.4.1 Who should render the account? 
The first question that helps classifying accountability relationships constitutes the identification of the 
accountability holdee. This holds the question which actor is being held accountable by the forum.  
The first form of such accountability constitutes the corporate or organizational accountability. This 
means that the organization has obtained an independent legal status and can be held accountable 
because they operate as a unitary actor (Bovens, 2007: p. 9). When the organization causes trouble and 
there are consequences, the forum turns to the whole organization to direct this, instead of turning to the 
official within the organization that is responsible for that specific conduct (Bovens, 2007: p. 9). It is 
held that this corporate, organizational accountability is mostly used by legal and administrative forums 
(Bovens, 2010: p. 953, Bovens, 2007: p. 9). This form of accountability eases the procedure of 
accountability for the forum because the actor is already identified when establishing which organization 
conducted the action (Steets, 2010). 
• Actor providing
information on its
conduct
• Explanation and
justification
Information 
phase
• Possibility of the forum to
question the provided
information
• May vary in intensity
Discussion 
phase • Forum allowed to pass
judgment on the actor's
conduct
• Possibility of sanctions,
formalized and unwritten
Consequences 
phase
Figure 2: Visualization of the phases within the accountability relationship 
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When only the top of the organization is called to account and the commander in chief in the organization 
is assumed to take all the blame for the conduct, this is described as hierarchical accountability. This 
form of accountability works along ‘the strict lines of the chain of command’ (Bovens, 2007: p. 10). 
Searching for someone to hold accountable is rather easy in this form of accountability since it is not 
necessary to investigate all the organization’s officials, but it suffices to only turn to the organizational 
top. An example are the ministers, held accountable for civil servants in countries with a parliamentary 
system (Bovens, 2010: p. 953).  
The last form of accountability regarding the actor is collective accountability. This means that each 
individual has personal accountability of the collective for the conduct of the whole (Bovens, 1998: p. 
96). In this form of accountability, a forum could pick each member of the organization to hold it 
accountable for the organization’s conduct. In this way, you are directly accountable when being a 
member of the organization (Bovens, 2005: p. 18).  
Table 1: Classification of accountability relationship based on the actor 
 
 
 
 
§2.4.2 Accountable to which forum? 
Romzek and Dubnick (1987: p. 229) distinguish forms of accountability by taking into consideration 
the variation in the ability to define and control expectations held by a specified entity inside or outside 
the organization and secondly, the degree of control that entity is given over defining those 
organization’s expectation. The first dimension aims to find the authoritative source of control, whereas 
the second dimension focuses on the intensity of this control.  
When there are political forums exercising control, this means that, according to Bovens (2010: p. 953), 
one can speak of political accountability. The forums then are parliaments, voters or media to which the 
political actor is accountable. According to Romzek and Dubnick, political accountability  is 
characterized by ‘responsiveness’ (1987: p. 229). As for the two dimensions, they consider the source 
of control to be external as the organization is judged by its responsiveness to an external forum. The 
intensity of the control is deemed to be low, as the forum holds multiple expectations (Romzek and 
Dubnick, 1987: p. 230).  
When  there is a legal forum, such as the Court of Justice, one can speak of legal accountability (Bovens, 
2010: p. 953). Romzek and Dubnick argue that legal accountability involves a high intensity of control, 
 
Dimension  Classifications 
Accountability 
relationship 
Actor Corporate 
Collective 
Hierarchical 
11 
 
since a legal forum has the ability to exercise control over a lot of public administration activities. The 
controlling party stands outside of the organization which it can hold accountable (Romzek and 
Dubnick, 1987: p. 228).  
Quasi-legal  forums such as the Ombudsman, exercising independent and external administrative and 
financial supervision and control to the actor, indicate that there is administrative accountability 
(Bovens, 2010: p. 953).  Cendón (1999: p. 34) describes this form of accountability as ‘a relationship 
between an administrative position and a superior, political or administrative one’. This relationship 
contains duties and obligations, through mechanisms of control and supervision. Mechanisms of 
financial control have a great relevance in this form of accountability, as this may provide the forum 
with the ability to condition the program of the actor. Lastly, the subject on which the forum focuses is 
the compliance with established rules and procedures  (Cendón, 1999: p. 35). 
This administrative accountability described above resembles of the bureaucratic accountability 
described by Romzek and Dubnick (1987: p. 228). Even though the degree of control is considered high 
in both of the literature on accountability, according to Romzek and Dubnick, within bureaucratic 
accountability, the source of the control is inside the organization, whereas Bovens describes the forum 
as an external player in administrative accountability. According to Romzek and Dubnick, the 
supervisory control is managed by a relationship between a superior and a subordinate within the 
organization, and this control is laid down in rules and regulation (Romzek and Dubnick, 1987: p. 228). 
As the quasi-legal forums described by Bovens appear to be independent players with no direct relation 
to the organization they supervise, Romzek and Dubnick lay their focus on a forum that acts within an 
organization and operates in a hierarchical structure towards the actor in the accountability relationship. 
Bovens points out that in western societies, there is a move towards more direct and explicit 
accountability relations between public organizations and their clients and citizens. This results in more 
institutions of public reporting, citizen panels and stakeholder panels and external reviews. This is what 
Bovens calls social accountability (Bovens, 2010: p. 953). 
Lastly, Romzek and Dubnick add professional accountability (1987: p. 229). Within this form of 
accountability, the forum has a low intensity of control and the forum exists within the organization, as 
the control is established internally (Romzek and Dubnick, 1987: p. 229). Bovens (2007: p. 7) points 
out that the forum then is a professional association with technical knowledge in a profession. The 
professional bodies monitor public managers in their working field, by laying down codes that are 
binding for all members. The basis in such oversight is peer review (Bovens, 2007: p. 8). 
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Table 2: Classification of accountability relationship based on the forum 
 
 
 
 
 
 
§2.4.3 Nature of the relationship between the actor and the forum 
The third question  that helps classifying accountability relationships concerns why an actor is triggered 
to render account to the forum, which relates to the nature of the relationship between them and most 
importantly, why the actor has an obligation to render account. This question leads to classifications 
based on the nature of the obligation: hierarchical, contractual or voluntarily agreements and 
relationships between the actor and the forum. 
Schedler (1999) points out that the difference between horizontal and vertical accountability relations 
stem from the ‘classic image of pyramidal hierarchies’ (Schedler, 1999: p. 23). This holds that power  
correlates with height.  
Therefore, vertical accountability constitutes the relationship between the actor and the forum in which 
the actor and forum are unequal. The forum is then considered to be more powerful than the actor 
(Schedler: p. 23). Bovens (2005) refers to the situation in which the forum formally has power over the 
actor, mostly by an hierarchical relationship between the actor and the forum. These relationships 
constitute a principal-agent structure, which can be seen as top-down (Bovens, 2005: p. 19). Sklar (1999) 
further contends that vertical accountability provides rights to persons that are affected by the actors’ 
decisions or it provides the possibility to the actor’s leader to ‘renew, rescind or revise the mandates of 
those who exercise authority’ (Sklar, 1999: p. 53). 
On the contrary of vertical accountability, Schedler argues that horizontal accountability constitutes a 
relationship between two equals (1999: p. 23). Bovens confirms this, arguing that such a relationship 
does not contain an hierarchical relationship: there are no formal obligations to render account (Bovens, 
2005: p. 20). The giving of account to stakeholders occurs on a voluntary basis with no intervention on 
the part of a principal (Frees, Van Acker and Bouckaert, 2015: p. 30) .  
 
Dimension  Classifications 
Accountability relationship Forum Political 
Legal 
Administrative 
  Bureaucratic 
  Social 
  Professional 
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Lastly, diagonal accountability contains a system in which there is no direct hierarchical relationship of 
the actor to the forum, but the forum still has a few powers to enforce their compliance. It constitutes an 
intermediate form in which the supervisory authorities ultimately report to the minister or parliament 
and thus receive informal power from this since ultimately, this would lead to the same as if they would 
have this direct power (Bovens, 2005: p. 20). 
Table 3: Classification of accountability relationship based on its nature 
 
 
 
 
§2.5 Transgovernmental networks and accountability 
§2.5.1 Transgovernmental networks 
This section elaborates on transgovernmental networks and the concerns that appear with regard to 
accountability within such networks. 
Keohane and Nye have defined transgovernmental relations in 1974: ‘sets of direct interactions among 
sub-units of different governments that are not controlled or closely guided by the policies of the cabinets 
or chief executives of those governments’ (p. 43). Also, Keohane and Nye explained the existence of 
those networks by arguing that communications among governments increased because of ‘the 
broadening agenda of bureaucracies and to deal with such problems that arise on the agenda, 
governments had to communicate with each other directly instead of indirect through foreign offices’ 
(1974: p. 42).  
Keohane and Nye have distinguished two types of cooperative transgovernmental behavior. The first is 
transgovernmental policy behavior, which incorporates informal communication among working-level 
officials of different bureaucracies. When such policy coordination is regularized, this could affect 
policy or its implementation as it creates attitudes (Keohane and Nye, 1974: p. 45). The second type is 
transgovernmental coalition building: ‘sub-units of different governments jointly use resources to 
influence governmental decisions’ (Keohane and Nye, 1974: p. 46). 
Slaughter (2001, p. 355) builds upon this earlier work and identifies three different types of 
transgovernmental networks: government networks that operate in existing international organizations, 
within the framework of a treaty and outside any preexisting formal framework (Slaughter, 2001: p. 
349). Government networks would emerge in international organizations when officials of national 
 
Dimension  Forms of 
accountability 
Accountability 
relationship 
Nature Vertical 
Diagonal 
Horizontal 
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governments appear to have the same issues and therefore, want to cooperate in order to address these 
common problems (Slaughter, 2001: p. 356). The second type of transgovernmental networks emerges 
outside a formal international institution. However, the networks consist out of members that act within 
a framework of an agreement which was made by the head of their governments (Slaughter, 2001: p. 
357). The third type, networks that operate outside any preexisting formal framework can be divided in 
two further categories. First, transgovernmental regulatory organizations and second, networks that 
arrange agreements between regulatory agencies of two or more states (Slaughter, 2001: p. 359). 
Slaughter thus elaborates further on the definition of Nye and Keohane, and distinguishes three types of 
transgovernmental networks. However, it seems that three types of transgovernmental networks are not 
sufficient to describe all of the transgovernmental networks existing. For example, it could be that a 
transgovernmental network emerges within a formal international institution, does not operate within 
the framework of a treaty but does operate according to an agreement made by some of the governments 
within the formal institution. This needs to be pointed out before elaborating on the argued concerns 
within the three types of transgovernmental interactions. 
§2.5.2 Accountability concerns within the transgovernmental networks 
This section considers the accountability concerns described in the literature about transgovernmental 
networks.  
Slaughter has pointed out that transgovernmental interactions have raised accountability concerns. 
Slaughter uses the definition of accountability containing ‘those who exercise power on behalf of others 
can be held accountable if that power is misused or abused’ (2001: p. 349).  
Papadopoulos, by elaborating on the concerns about accountability within transgovernmental networks, 
uses the accountability definition of Bovens, as is also pointed out in paragraph 2.1 in this research: ‘a 
relationship between an actor and a forum, in which the actor has an obligation to explain and justify 
his or her conduct, the forum can pose questions and pass judgment, and the actor may face 
consequences’ (Bovens, 2007: p. 450; Papadopoulos, 2007: p. 470). 
Papadopoulos uses the Bovens definition and thus directly acknowledges the concept of accountability 
to consist out of a relationship between an actor and a forum. Slaughter, however, is less specific. Still, 
‘those who exercise power on behalf of others’ must be regarded as the actors, and as she argues that 
‘they can be held accountable’, those who have the power to hold the aforementioned accountable, must 
be regarded as the forum.  
Therefore, the concerns of both Slaughter and Papadopoulous concerns will be discussed in the light of 
this relationship, meaning in the light of the role of the actor and the forum within the accountability 
relationship and the nature of this relationship.  
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Weak visibility and lacking transparency 
Even though Slaughter elaborates on the accountability concerns per type of transgovernmental network, 
each concern actually deals with the same matter, namely, the problem of weak visibility and lack of 
transparency of the organization. Citing Philip Alston in her article: ‘the formation of these networks 
suggests a move away from arenas of relative transparency into the back rooms, and hence the bypassing 
of the national political arenas of healthy democratic institutions attach so much importance’ (Slaughter, 
2001: p. 348).  
The concerns of Slaughter thus mostly focus on the problem of weak visibility and lacking transparency 
that would establish the accountability concerns within the context of transgovernmental networks. 
Papadopoulos (2007: p. 474) also points at accountability concerns within transgovernmental networks 
that follow out of the weak visibility of those networks. According to Papadopoulos, the weak visibility 
is due to the multilevel governance of networks. Because of the multilevel governance within these 
networks, there are a lot of informal decisional procedures in network which lead to a lot of compromises 
that the forum is not aware of since informal negotiations happen behind closed doors. Weak visibility 
would result in the problem of many hands as the forum would not be able to identify the actor that 
needs to give account for its conduct (Papadopoulos, 2007: p. 474).  Also, Papadopoulos argues that 
actors in networks are only fictitiously accountable since there is a lack of information on their position 
in the conduct. Papadopoulos considers the weak visibility problem together with the uncoupling of 
networks from the democratic circuit, as he deems this is a consequence of the weak visibility: because 
of the weak visibility, ‘there is no ability to influence ex ante the behavior of the actor or to sanction it 
ex post’ (Papadopoulos, 2007: p. 474).  
These descriptions of Slaughter and Papadopoulos about weak visibility are thus based on the 
assumption that the weak visibility and lacking transparency of the networks would eventually lead to 
the problem that the forum cannot influence the behavior of the actor or to sanction it, since the forum 
will not know who it must held accountable due to the weak visibility and lacking transparency. 
Composition  
Furthermore, Slaughter indicates the problem of policy collusion and ‘runaway technocracy’, which 
would result in not only invisibility of the transgovernmental activity, but also a lack of national 
oversight and no checks and balances (Slaughter, 2001: p. 349). 
Papadopoulos also points out that there is a problem with the composition of networks, since policy 
networks are composed of top-level bureaucrats, policy experts and interest representatives, which 
means that most of these actors are only indirectly accountable. They are not constrained by electoral 
pledges or have to anticipate on electoral sanctions. (Papadopoulos, 2007: p. 476).  
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These described top-level bureaucrats, policy experts and interest representatives are argued to monitor 
one another’s performance, which is called ‘peer accountability’ and described by Papadopoulos (2007: 
p. 480). The problem of peer accountability perceived by Papadopoulos seems to follow out of the 
problem Papadopoulos perceives with the composition of the networks.  
Peer accountability will only function effectively when they are representative and pluralist. According 
to Papadopoulos, this is very hard to establish for networks as the perspectives of the participants within 
the network are not likely to be representative of the whole society. Furthermore, mutual accountability 
within peer groups can weaken public accountability because it’s hard to achieve peer accountability 
through loyalty and commitment without losing accountability ‘at home’ (Papadopoulos, 2007: 482).  
The description of accountability concerns within transgovernmental networks regarding the 
composition of the networks is mostly based on the identification of the forum. Slaughter first pointed 
out that policy collusion would not only lead to weak visibility of networks but also to little checks and 
balances, upon which Papadopoulos argues that due to this composition of top-level bureaucrats, the 
network cannot be held accountable politically as they do not have to anticipate on electoral sanctions. 
This means that the authors rule out the possibility of political accountability as described in paragraph 
2.4.2. Also, Papadopoulos argues that these top-level bureaucrats, policy experts and interest 
representatives are accountable through peer accountability, which would indicate that the participants 
within the network hold each other accountable. The described peer accountability resembles of 
professional accountability described by Bovens: both are internal forms of accountability in which top-
level bureaucrats hold their own colleagues accountable for the conduct. This concern about 
accountability within transgovernmental networks regarding the composition of the network is thus built 
upon the assumption that there is professional accountability within transgovernmental networks. 
Overall, it seems that Slaughter and Papadopoulos describe the relationship’s nature as being horizontal: 
there are no formal obligations and the network voluntarily gives account, as their concerns are built 
upon assumptions that the network cannot be held accountable as a forum would not know who to held 
accountable and there only is peer accountability which means that the network holds itself accountable. 
It must also be taken into account what the purposes of accountability are according to Slaughter and 
Papadopoulos. It seems that both authors perceive accountability as an assurance mechanism. All of 
their concerns are namely based on the desire that the network, as an actor, can assure its forum that it 
acts in accordance need to be assured that the authority and its resources act in accordance with law, 
public policy and public service value in the light of the distribution of authority and responsibility. 
Both Slaughter and Papadopoulos point out theoretical concerns about accountability within 
transgovernmental networks that are funded on the weakness of the accountability relationship within 
the transgovernmental network context and are driven by their perception of the purpose of 
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accountability. However, empirical evidence about the actor and the forum within an accountability 
relationship, the nature of the accountability relationship and the purpose of accountability relationships 
within transgovernmental networks, is needed first to assess these concerns to be correct. Therefore, this 
research will explore these classifications for the studied transgovernmental network first.  
§2.6 Expectations 
The goal of this research is to describe the accountability relationship within a transgovernmental 
network. Theories about accountability relationships and theories about transgovernmental networks are 
set out above. These theories will be used to form expectations about studying the transgovernmental 
networks and will now be translated in possible descriptions of accountability mechanisms for the 
transgovernmental networks. The first set of expectations concern the accountability relationship by 
elaborating on the expected role and identity of the actor and the forum, whereas the second set concerns 
the purpose of the accountability relationship within the network.  
Accountability relationship 
Expectation 1 
The first expectation deals with paragraph 2.4.1 and thus applies the theoretical question how the 
accountability relationship can be classified with regards to the actor participating in the accountability 
relationship. It holds that the accountability relationship can be classified as collective accountability, 
since the research expects that all individual countries participating in the network can be held 
accountable for the conduct of the whole. Also, it addresses the concerns of Papadopoulos and Slaughter 
regarding the weak visibility of the network as this concern follows out of the assumption that weak 
visibility and lacking transparency of the network will lead to the problem that the forum cannot 
influence the behavior of the actor or sanction it, since it will not know who must be held accountable 
due to the weak visibility and lacking transparency. In the table on the next page, the indicators of this 
expected classification are shown, following out of paragraph 2.4.1. 
The accountability relationship can be classified as collective accountability. 
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Table 4: Expectation 1 
Expectation 1 Dimension  Indicators 
Actor within accountability 
relationship 
Collective 
accountability 
No clear hierarchy within the 
network 
Responsible for the conduct of 
the whole 
All Member States are directly 
responsible 
 
Expectation 2 
The second expectation deals with paragraph 2.4.2 and applies the theoretical question how the 
accountability relationship can be classified with regards to which forum the actor can be held 
accountable. This expectation holds that there is an external administrative and financial supervision to 
control the actor within the network. This is expected because it seems that the European Commission 
has supervision over the network. Furthermore, the concerns of Papadopoulos and Slaughter are 
addressed, as their concerns with regard to the composition of the networks seem to be based on the 
identification of the forum as they assume that the network has an internal accountability mechanism. 
In the table below, the indicators of this expected classification are shown, following out of paragraph 
2.4.2. 
The accountability relationship can be classified as administrative accountability. 
Table 5: Expectation 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Expectation 2 Dimension  Indicators 
Forum within accountability 
relationship 
Administrative 
accountability 
External authority 
Financial supervision 
Focus on compliance 
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Expectation 3 
The third expectation holds that the nature of the relationship is vertical, which means that the forum 
has formal power over the actor. This expectation deals with paragraph 2.4.3. This is expected since the 
network is established within the framework of the European Union and is therefore expected to be 
subjected to a higher body. It also addresses the concerns of Slaughter and Papadopoulos as they 
describe the relationship’s nature to have no formal obligations, therefore assuming that the network 
would give account voluntarily, not by intervention of a principal. The concerns are mostly based on the 
network not giving account, which would indicate the classification of horizontal accountability. When 
it can be established that the accountability relationship of the studied transgovernmental network is 
vertical instead of horizontal, this would address the concerns as it would show a hierarchical structure 
in which the account is given. In the table below, the indicators of this expected classification are shown, 
following out of paragraph 2.4.3. 
The accountability relationship can be classified as vertical accountability 
Table 6: Expectation 3 
Expectation 3 Dimension  Indicators 
Nature of the accountability 
relationship 
Vertical 
accountability 
Forum has formal power over the 
actor 
Forum considered more powerful 
than the actor 
 
Purposes of the relationship 
Expectation 4 
The fourth expectation holds that the purpose of the accountability relationship within the 
transgovernmental network constitutes an important mechanism to prevent and detect corruption and 
the abuse of powers, the purpose of accountability as control. As the studied network is set up within 
the European Union, an international institution with a lot of influence that delegated this influence to 
the network, the research expects the relationship to be set up for the reason to control this delegated 
influence and power. It deals with paragraph 2.2 of the theoretical framework and holds that this purpose 
is the most visible within the transgovernmental network’s accountability relationship. The concerns of 
Papadopoulos and Slaughter follow out their perception of accountability as assurance mechanism. This 
expectation will assume to find a different purpose for establishing an accountability relationship within 
a transgovernmental network, therefore testing the perception of Slaughter and Papadopoulos that the 
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purpose of accountability within transgovernmental network is to assure the forum  that the network and 
its resources act in accordance with the rules. In the table below, the indicators of this expected 
classification are shown, following out of paragraph 2.4.2. 
The purpose of the accountability relationship is to control the powers of the actor  
Table 7: Expectation 4 
 
 
 
  
Expectation 4 Dimension  Indicators 
Purpose of accountability 
relationship 
Accountability 
as control 
Awareness of the control by the 
actors 
Accountability relationship with 
administrative and legal forums 
Need to prevent and detect abuse 
of powers 
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III. Methodology 
 
§3.1 General research strategy 
This research has the aim to describe accountability structures within transgovernmental networks. The 
research question is: ‘How is accountability arranged in transgovernmental networks?’. The research 
will focus on confirming or rejecting the expectations that followed out theories concerning 
accountability, accountability relationships and transgovernmental networks.  
§3.1.1 Type and goal of the research 
This research will be describing accountability arrangements within transgovernmental networks, value 
judgements are suspended. It does not aim to explain a relationship between two variables, but to 
describe the accountability relationships within the networks. The transgovernmental networks and 
empirical facts, such as the arrangements within these networks will be studied. Therefore, it will be an 
empirical research due to references to real-life phenomena (Toshkov, 2016: p. 30). It attempts to 
describe what kind of accountability relationships within a transgovernmental networks exist and 
therefore identify these relationships.  
§3.1.2 Research design 
The research conducted is observational and examined in a single case study, namely the ENVR, in 
order to make an in-depth study of accountability relationships within such a transgovernmental 
network. Furthermore, a single-case study aims to retrieve a lot of evidence about a single unit, in which 
the analysis occurs within the case instead of across multiple cases. Single case studies are deemed to 
provide contributions to research when there are little theoretical contributions about the research topic, 
or, on the contrary, when the established theories are very hard and fixed (Toshkov, 2016: p. 292). In 
the case of transgovernmental networks, there are little empirical contributions about the accountability 
mechanisms within such networks. Also, the existing contributions exist out of concerns regarding 
accountability of such networks, which are theoretical and need more empirical evidence. Therefore, 
the research will be exploratory. It aims to provide an enhanced description about accountability 
relationships within the context of transgovernmental networks. As existing theories appear to be unable 
to describe the accountability mechanisms and only describe concerns about accountability within 
networks, it is necessary that this research focuses on the initial accountability mechanism that exists 
within a transgovernmental network. The research does not have the aim to explain the case or making 
a contribution to theory, but rather functions as a move towards a research that further elaborates on the 
explanation of accountability mechanisms within transgovernmental networks. 
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§3.1.3 Concepts 
Since this research constitutes a descriptive research, it leans on the expectations that followed from the 
theoretical framework. Therefore, within this research, there are no variables that constitute any 
independence or dependence on the other, but rather concepts to be described within the context of the 
studied case, in order to confirm or reject the expectations.  
The purpose of this research is to describe the accountability structures within a specific 
transgovernmental network. Describing and analyzing the concepts within the context of this particular 
case study will provide the classifications that are set out in the theoretical framework. The description 
of the concepts therefore, serves to classify the accountability relationship. 
The concepts follow from the theories on accountability. Accountability relationships consist out of an 
actor, a forum and have a certain nature. Next to the substantial, internal concepts that are able to 
describe and eventually classify accountability relationships, accountability relationships can also be 
classified by an external concept, namely the purpose of an accountability relationship. 
§3.1.3.1 Actor 
Studying the first concept will provide a description of the actor. Indicators for the identification of the 
actor within the accountability relationship focus on whether the actor is related in some way to the 
forum, has the knowledge that it is being held accountable and whether the actor provides information 
to the forum.  
 
Table 8: Concept 1, Actor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When the actor is identified, the actor will be further analyzed in order to reject or confirm the 
expectation that, based on the identification of the actor, the accountability relationship can be classified 
as collective accountability. The indicators to establish collective accountability are put forward in 
paragraph 2.6. 
Concept 1 Dimension  Indicators 
Actor Transgovernmental 
network 
Related in some way to the forum 
Has the knowledge that it is being 
held accountable 
Provides information to the forum 
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§3.1.3.2 Forum 
Studying the second concept within a transgovernmental network would provide a description of the 
forum within the accountability relationship. Indicators for identifying a player as the forum in the 
accountability relationship focus on whether the player is related in some way to the actor, whether the 
player has the ability to retrieve information from the actor, and whether the player has the ability to 
hold the actor accountable in some way.  
Table 9: Concept 2, Forum 
Concept 2 Dimension  Indicators 
Forum Transgovernmental 
network 
Related in some way to the actor 
Ability to retrieve information 
from the actor 
Ability to hold the actor 
accountable in some way 
 
When the forum is identified, the forum will be further analyzed in order to reject or confirm the 
expectation that, based on the identification of the forum, the accountability relationship can be 
classified as administrative accountability. The indicators to establish administrative accountability are 
put forward in paragraph 2.6. 
It already appears that these two concepts, thus the actor and the forum, must be studied together, as 
they are dependent on each other to constitute their identification of a forum or an actor, and thus lead 
to the determination of an accountability relationship. However, studying the actor within the 
accountability relationship in the network is done first, as it is rather obvious that the actor exists within 
the network or as the network itself. Therefore, the actor is more easily found, and by having found the 
actor, it is easier to find the one to which it is giving account, thus the forum. 
§3.1.3.3 Nature 
When the identification of the actor and the forum are determined, it is possible to focus on the nature 
of the accountability relationship. 
Studying the third concept will lead to a description of the nature of the accountability relationship. 
Indicators for the identification of the nature of the relationship focus on the reasons why the actor has 
an obligation to render account and why the actor is triggered to render account to the forum.  
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Table 10: Concept 3, nature of the accountability relationship 
Concept 3 Dimension  Indicators 
Nature of the relationship Transgovernmental 
network 
Reasons why the actor has an 
obligation to render account 
Reasons why and how the actor 
is triggered to render account to 
the forum 
 
By describing these reasons further and involving the positions of the actor and the forum in the case 
study, it is possible to reject or confirm the expectation that, based on the descriptions of the nature and 
the positions of the actor and the forum, the accountability relationship can be classified as vertical 
accountability. The indicators to establish vertical accountability are put forward in paragraph 2.6. 
§3.1.3.4 Purpose 
Studying the fourth concept will provide a description of the purpose of the accountability relationship 
within the network. As was pointed out in the theoretical framework, these purposes represent the 
demand for accountability. The indicators to recognize the purpose of the accountability relationship 
within the network focus on the background of the network.  
Table 11: Concept 4, purpose 
Concept 4 Dimension  Indicators 
Purpose of the relationship Transgovernmental 
network 
The amount of power the 
network has 
The environment in which the 
network is established 
 
By recognizing the purpose of the relationship on the basis of these indicators, it is a logical step to 
conclude how this purpose can be classified. Then, the expectation that, based on the description of the 
purpose of the relationship, the purpose of the accountability relationship can be classified as 
‘accountability as control’, can be rejected or confirmed. Even though the classification of the purpose 
of the relationship will turn out to be sufficiently evident from its description, the indicators to further 
establish ‘accountability as control’ are put forward in paragraph 2.6. 
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§3.2 Data sources and measurement 
The data sources used in this research are documents such as Council Conclusions to describe the 
accountability relationships. Also, the Directive 2012/29/EU establishing minimum standards on the 
rights, support and protection of victims of crime (hereafter: Victims’ Directive, will be analyzed, as 
well as the websites about the bodies of the European Union. Next to documents, interviews were 
conducted with the policy makers within the ENVR.  
§3.2.1 Documents and websites 
The ENVR does not have a website and therefore, it appeared hard to discover online information and 
documents concerning the network. However, the ENVR is established in a Council Conclusion, which 
elaborates on the composition of the network and the structure, purpose and invitees of its meetings. 
Also, the policy officer within the field of victims’ rights sent a document the network had provided to 
the European Judicial Network which was informative. Furthermore, it appeared during the research 
that the network was established by an action grant, subsidized by the Commission, and this action grant 
was determined within an agreement between the network and the Commission. As the specific 
agreement was not available for research, the ‘General Guide for Action Grants 2015’ was also analyzed 
to find some general information about the agreement that granted the subsidy to the network. By 
analyzing these documents, the research aimed to find indicators that would describe the concepts that 
were put forward in paragraph 3.1.3 to identify the actor and forum within the accountability 
relationship. Furthermore, as for the nature of the relationship concept, the research analyzed the Council 
Conclusions and the EJN document to find reasons why there is an obligation between the actor and the 
forum and why and how the actor is triggered to be held accountable to the forum. Lastly, pre symptoms 
were sought to determine that the accountability relationship between the actor and the forum within the 
transgovernmental network has a purpose. After this identification of the concepts, the indicators were 
sought in the documents that served to characterize the expected classifications of the accountability 
relationship descriptions within the network.  
§3.2.2 Interviews 
The interviews with the policy makers that participate within the ENVR contained questions that aimed 
to describe the aforementioned concepts. The first interview was with the person who works at the 
ministry of Security and Justice in the department of victims’ policy and has the ENVR within his 
portfolio. He was involved at the expert meetings that eventually led to the establishment of the ENVR 
and now has the leading role in securing the continuation of the ENVR as a formal network. The second 
interview was with the person who initiated the idea of the network. She was thus intensively involved 
in the establishment of the network. The third interview was with the person who had the project to 
establish the network with one more colleague, when the idea was worked out by the aforementioned 
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person who had the idea of the network. Since all three respondents were involved in other phases in the 
existence of the network, the answers were able to complement each other. Also, at the moment, the 
first interview was with the person that has the ENVR within his portfolio, which means that he goes to 
every meeting. As every meeting has topics, the representatives per country are allowed to bring one 
policy maker that works in the field of the specific topic. Therefore, the regular Dutch participant in the 
meetings is the first interviewed person, bringing a different policy maker, dependent on the topic, each 
time. Therefore, the number of interviews is little, but sufficient, as the respondents are considered to 
be, or have been, protagonists for the network. The only protagonist missing is a person wo worked with 
the second interviewed person, who supported her in the activities for the network. An interview was 
arranged, but unfortunately cancelled due to an unexpected turn in his schedule. When interviews are 
conducted with the top of a stratification system, in this case, the transgovernmental network, such 
interviews are regarded as elite interviews.5 The interviews in this research only took place with three 
important protagonists in the history and present of the studied network. As the interviews only studied 
the Dutch that played an important role by either setting up or maintaining the network, the use of 
interviews must be regarded as elite interviewing. Because of the method of elite interviewing, the 
research took into account the influence of a good preparation before conducting the interview as within 
elite interviewing the researcher is expected to be familiar with the subject. Therefore, the research 
firstly focused on the documents that were available. 
Within these interviews, the aim was to validate the expectations. The interviews that were being held 
were semi structured, which means that the respondent had an influence on the way in which the 
questions were answered and also had the possibility to emphasize on certain subjects which were 
questioned. These kinds of interviews are considered to work very well in projects in which one has to 
work with people who have a strict schedule, since such interviews show that the interviewer is in control 
of what is needed from the interview but there is still room for both parties to engage in new topics 
brought forward in the conversation (Bernard, 1988: p. 212).  Before the interviews were conducted, 
there was an interview guide established which contained a set of clear instructions including possible 
follow up questions. The full interviews in Dutch can be found in the appendices, chapter 8. The 
questions asked aimed to reject or confirm the expectations that were held. Also, two out of three 
interviews were permitted to be recorded, but the one that did not gave permission to record the 
conversation is also typed out within the appendix, even though it is not the literal interview. 
Below, examples are set out that show how a certain question relates to the expectations. However, it is 
necessary to point out that, since the interviews were semi-structured, some of the questions took another 
form within the conversation, however, having the same purpose and scope as the questions set out in 
the interview guide. 
                                                          
5 http://methods.sagepub.com/base/download/ReferenceEntry/the-sage-dictionary-of-social-research-methods/n60.xml.  
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An example of a question within the interview guide that aimed to reject or confirm the first expectation 
was: 
I could not find an organogram of the network. Could you elaborate on the organization’s structure and 
how this structure is regulated? 
This question aimed to discover whether there is a hierarchical structure within the network. Also, what 
kind of responsibilities all, some, or one Member State(s) participating within the network have or has. 
This question aimed to locate the main actor in the accountability relationship, whether each individual 
Member State can be held accountable for the conduct of all individual Member States within the 
network, which would confirm the first expectation, or whether there is a number of Member States 
accountable for the conduct of the network, or lastly, whether the network is seen as an entity which can 
be held accountable as a whole. Also this question had possible prepared follow up questions to find out 
a possible hierarchy or other organizational structures that would indicate the actor within the 
accountability relationship. 
An example of a question that aimed to reject or confirm the second expectation was: 
What is the role of the European Commission within the network?  
This is an open question, aiming to discover whether there is an administrative forum within the network. 
Since the European Commission is not democratically chosen and thus not a political actor, but it was 
known that the Commission provided a grant to the network, this question was asked to discover whether 
the Commission is the accountability holder for the network and if so, to what extent. When this question 
was answered affirmative, there was a follow up question to control whether the European Commission 
is the only European institution that deals with the network. 
An example of a question within the interview guide that aimed to reject or confirm the third expectation 
was: 
Could you give insights in what kind of information is being shared with the Commission? 
It was already known that the Commission played a role within the network. This question aimed to 
provide insights in the nature of the relationship between the possible forum, the Commission and the 
actor, the countries within the transgovernmental network.  
An example of a question within the interview guide that aimed to reject or confirm the fourth 
expectation was: 
What are the reasons to provide the information that is shared on the network’s meetings? 
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This question aimed to discover whether the network felt like they had to share this information for a 
particular reason, and thus this would elaborate on the purpose of the accountability relationship.  
§3.2.3 Measurement 
The questions within the interview had the aim to test the expectations that are stated in paragraph 2.6. 
To answer the research question and thus confirm or reject the expectations, the classifications of 
accountability arrangements as put forward in the theoretical framework were used to make the 
questions for the interview. Also, triangulation took place on two levels. First, the interviews established 
the verification of the findings within the documents concerning the network and secondly, the 
verification of the answers of the three respondents of the interviews. In that way, the research question 
can be answered because either the confirmation or rejection of the expectations taken together will 
provide the answers to the research question. 
§3.3 Case  
Within this section, first, there will be an elaboration on the selection of the ENVR as a 
transgovernmental network and secondly, an extensive description of the network to provide more 
background information about the studied case. 
§3.3.1 Case selection 
As this research aims to study and provide knowledge of the accountability structures within a 
transgovernmental network, a case was selected that fell within the existing definition on 
transgovernmental networks. Keohane and Nye, as already pointed out several times in this research, 
referred to such relations as ‘sets of direct interactions among sub-units of different governments that 
are not controlled or closely guided by the policies of the cabinets or chief executives of those 
governments’ (1974: p. 43). When searching for transgovernmental networks, it turned out to be difficult 
to discover transgovernmental networks, as it already appears from the definition that such networks are 
not guided by cabinets or chief executives of governments and therefore, most of them  are established 
behind the scenes. 
However, the European Network on Victims’ Rights was set up because of a topic about which there 
was great consensus, namely, victims’ rights. Also, within the relevant legislation concerning 
legislation, Member States were encouraged to cooperate within the field of victims’ rights. 
Furthermore, the establishment of the network aimed to show that the Member States would work 
together on a just implementation of the Victims’ Directive. the implementation of the Victims’ 
Directive.6  
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As the participating Member States were proud on the activities on victims’ rights within the established 
network, it was possible to find information that made it possible to orient on the activities and structure 
of the network. After the research oriented on the network, the network appeared to be appropriate for 
studying accountability within transgovernmental networks. The network is namely set up in 2016, 
which made it possible to make an in-depth analyzation of the reasons why the network was established 
in a transgovernmental context as its establishment is not that long ago and fresh in the participants’ 
memories. Also, it was already noticed that the role of the Commission within the network appeared 
special, as the Commission was involved in the network, but the network’s activities focus on the 
implementation of the Commission’s legislation on victims’ rights. This aroused interest to study this 
network even further. Because the network is young, it was possible to question the individuals 
participating in the network about the establishment of this role of the Commission, as presumed forum. 
It further appeared from the Council Conclusions that there was already a seemingly feedback 
mechanism that indicated the presence of an accountability relationship, namely, that the Commission 
co-decides on the continuation of the network, which was perceived as a direct consequence of the 
network’s activities. 
Therefore, this network was deemed to be interesting for the studies on transgovernmental networks and 
the accountability structures within these networks.  
§3.3.2 Case information 
The ENVR is a network, established in 2016 by an action grant, provided by the Commission, that lasts 
for two years. However, the network will probably remain to exist by an operation grant.7 In the section 
below, there will be an elaboration on the case that will be studied in order to make clear the background 
of this case and show the network’s importance. 
Existing EU legislative acts in the area of victims’ rights have shown that the EU wants to enhance 
victims’ rights. The EU has created a legal framework for establishing minimal standards on the rights, 
support and protection of victims of crime (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 84).  
In the Victims’ Directive, minimum standards on victims’ rights are determined. The guidelines on this 
Directive have recommended good communication between Member States and an establishment of 
contact points for sharing best practices. Furthermore, cooperation was needed according to these 
guidelines via networks through platforms within the EU. Before the network, there were expert 
meetings that prepared the implementation of the directive. These meetings led to the belief that there 
was a need for a network for victims’ rights in the European Union.8 It further was deemed necessary 
that Member States would work together on victims’ rights established in the Victims’ Directive, 
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because the European Commission was not satisfied with the implementation of the European 
framework decision on the standing of victims in criminal proceedings. Therefore, Member States found 
it useful to work together on the replacement of this framework decision, the Victims’ Directive, to 
avoid the same problems as was the case for the framework decision.9  
Also, the Stockholm policy program on Justice and Home Affairs was almost finished and the 
Netherlands, along with Slovakia, Ireland and France wrote a position paper on what the replacement 
of the Stockholm policy program should contain. The enhancement of victims’ rights was prominently 
placed within this position paper.  
The project of the ENVR was initiated by the Netherlands. The Netherlands led the project together with 
Slovakia, France and Ireland. The network fulfills the aim of the Directive as stated above: Member 
States are enabled to share their knowledge and best practices (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 89). Within 
the network, 27 countries participate. At the beginning, there was some skepticism about the network, 
but Denmark remained the only country that did not want to participate in the network as it did not 
participate in the European Justice programme as well.10 
The existence of the ENVR is thus based on an action grant, provided by the European Commission. 
Slovakia, France and Ireland signed the project so that the action grant could be requested by the 
Netherlands at the Commission.11 According to Section D paragraph 10 of the Council Conclusions, the 
ENVR should evaluate its work in consultation with the Commission in order to decide on the need of 
its continuation. The action grant will end in May 2017, but the idea of the permanent ENVR was not 
excluded (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 89).   
Meetings of the ENVR have proved to be useful and have replaced the expert meetings organized by 
the Commission. Member States appeared to have problems to transpose the Victim’s Directive and it 
they were reserved to present these problems it in front of the Commission. Also, there was the feeling 
that the Commission had a leading role in the victims’ right dossier, which was not wanted by the 
Member States. The agreement was reached that the role of the Commission within the network was not 
omitted, but limited only to the specific parts of the meeting (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 90). The 
Commission officials cannot attend the workshops, but only the plenary sessions.12 
The ENVR was created for competent public authorities implementing the relevant EU legislation in 
practice. There have been three meetings, in which the Member States have had the chance to discuss 
topics leading to finding solutions for best implementations of the relevant EU legislation (Gážiová & 
Kralik, 2016: p. 91). There was a preliminary meeting in Luxembourg, after which the first official 
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meeting of the ENVR was in Amsterdam. The second meeting was held in Bratislava, and the third in 
Paris.13 
The Council Conclusions established the ENVR and set out its objective, composition, organization, 
funding and evaluation of the network (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 93). The aim of the network is to 
enhance the work of Member States in order to fulfil the aims on which it was established regarding 
cooperation and exchange of best practices of the public authorities. The second chapter refers to the 
composition, and it states that it is composed of contact points of policy officers that will meet on regular 
basis with participation of the Commission and possibly other European institutions. As for the 
organization and funding system of the ENVR, the project is funded by the action grant and the meeting 
should be organized twice per year chaired by Member States. As for the evaluation: the ENVR should 
evaluate its work in consultation with the Commission (Gážiová & Kralik, 2016: p. 94). 
At the moment, the network is working on its continuation: the network is trying to obtain legal 
personality in order to request an operation grant. If they would receive this grant, they can work on a 
project for four years and the network will have its own secretariat. The recognition would be for four 
years and with this recognition and a proposed plan with a budget, they could receive the grant. If they 
receive the grant, the network, which is an informal network now because it is established within a 
Council Conclusion, will turn into a formal network and could expand its activities since an operation 
grant is bigger and for a longer term.14 
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§3.3 Threats to inference 
Since this research is a single case study, it will be difficult to generalize the descriptions beyond the 
case being studied. This threat is addressed by using theories that stemmed from research to 
accountability arrangements in transgovernmental networks. These theories already contained concerns, 
which thus now can be directly addressed and discussed within this research. Also, since the research is 
descriptive and not explanatory, it does not aim to generalize per se (Toshkov, 2016: p. 305). Instead, 
the research hopes to provide insights in the context of transgovernmental networks and furthermore, 
insights in describing accountability relationships. Furthermore, the research only used and analyzed 
interviews with Dutch respondents that were involved in the network, as it was already difficult to find 
Dutch respondents that were involved in the network, let alone respondents from other European 
countries that were involved in the network.  
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IV. Findings 
 
In this chapter, the results of the research are provided. These results are collected by the interviews and 
the documents that provided information about the transgovernmental network. The results are 
structured by the expectations.  
§4.1 Results concerning the accountability relationship within the network 
First, there will be an elaboration on the results considering the accountability relationship within the 
network. These results consider the forum and actor within the accountability relationship and the nature 
of the accountability relationship. First, it will be established who or what can be seen as the actor 
(accountability holdee) and the forum (accountability holder) and afterwards, the actor and the forum 
will be classified to confirm or reject the expectations.  
§4.1.1 Actor 
To find the actor within the accountability relationship, a player must be found that is being held 
accountable by the forum.  
First, it must be pointed out that the actor must be found to be the transgovernmental network. This 
follows from the indicators of the concept actor as pointed out in paragraph 3.1.3.1. It is pointed out in 
the interviews that the network has to keep record of the meetings.15 Furthermore, the network knows it 
is being held accountable since its continuation depends on the extent to which it has fulfilled its 
purposes in its activities. Lastly, following out of the Council Conclusions, there seems to be a 
relationship between the network and the Commission.16  
However, it would not be sufficient to conclude on this basis that the whole network is being held 
accountable. The network’s members must be studied to conclude whether there is a structure in which 
the whole group of players, specific players or one player within the network that are being or is held 
accountable. Therefore, all of the members of the network and their roles must be identified. 
The ENVR has 27 participating countries. All of the EU members, excluding Denmark, are aboard on 
this project.17 In its presentation, the network pointed out that the project of the ENVR was initiated by 
the Netherlands, leading it together with the ‘support group’: Slovakia, France and Ireland, later joined 
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by Hungary (ENVR, 2016).  By each meeting, one or two representatives are delegated because of their 
position in their home country. 
This support group was also called the ‘contact group’ within the interview. It was also pointed out that 
the Netherlands was the driving force behind the network. The contact or support group was defined to 
be the countries mentioned above, that would organize the substance of the meetings and the 
organization behind the meetings.18  Furthermore, it was also pointed out in the interview that the 
Netherlands organized the establishment of the whole network, even though the contact group thought 
along with the Netherlands and commented on the proposals of the Netherlands.19 Other Member States 
did not find it remarkable that the Netherlands initiated the project, as the Netherlands was regarded as 
‘top of the class’ within the field of victims’ rights due to then state secretary of Security and Justice 
Teeven, which had great interest in the subject of victims’ rights.20 
Now that is established which players are identified within the network, the following will establish 
whether, on the basis of the actor within the accountability relation, the actor indicates collective 
accountability. The expectation as pointed out in paragraph 2.6 holds that the actor within the 
accountability of the transgovernmental network indicates collective accountability, which means that 
there is no clear hierarchy within the network, the actor is responsible for the conduct of the whole and 
Member States are directly responsible for the conduct of the whole network. 
§4.1.1.1 No clear hierarchy 
To establish that there is no clear hierarchy within the network, the composition of the members of the 
network and their functions within this network must be analyzed.  
The players within the transgovernmental network are established above: these are the 27 Member 
States, represented by one or two representatives that are being delegated to the meeting because of their 
position in their home country. For example, the meeting in April, in France, was about terrorism. The 
delegates of the Member States were therefore also related to this subject.21 
It was already established above that among the participating Member States within the network, there 
is the contact group, composed of Slovakia, Ireland, France and the Netherlands, later joined by 
Hungary. The Netherlands initiated the project of the ENVR as being one of the subjects that was part 
of  their EU presidency in 2016. With the initiation, the Netherlands needed countries that signed the 
initiation for the action grant to establish the network. This is one of the requirements to obtain an action 
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grant.22 These Member States were also the ones that were the strongest partisans of the Netherlands to 
establish the network.23  
Even though there is no mention made of ‘the top of the organization’ it is remarked frequently that the 
contact group and especially the Netherlands seem to be at another level within the network. This 
follows from the statements that the contact group prepares the meetings substantively: for example, 
determining which subject is relevant at the time being and in which country is this subject appropriate 
to discuss. As for the Netherlands especially, since it has initiated the project, it has the special function 
being the trustee of the money that is received through the grant given by the European Commission.24 
Furthermore, as for the establishment of the network, when asked what the role of the Netherlands was, 
the respondent answered that ‘the Netherlands organized everything, from initiating to establishing’.25 
However, the contact group and the Netherlands do not all of the work within the network. All Member 
States are involved in the network, in the sense that they can all be approached to deliver a speaker to 
the meeting. Furthermore, the host country is responsible for the organization of the meeting within their 
Member State. Also, the host country is responsible for the records of the meeting. After sharing these 
records, these are discussed with all of the participating countries and the countries have the possibility 
to deliver feedback on the meeting. Lastly, all of the meetings until now have taken place in the countries 
that are in the contact group, however, when the network is continued, there will be meetings in the 
other participating Member States too.26 
Taking this into consideration, it must be stated that there is a clear form of hierarchy within the network. 
Even though all the participating Member States play an important role within the network, the contact 
group and especially the Netherlands must be distinguished from the other Member States within the 
network as they are fulfilling an additional role apart from the activities that all participating Member 
States are acting upon. 
§4.1.1.2 Conduct of the whole 
To establish that the accountability of the network focuses on the conduct of the whole, it must be 
determined what is being evaluated by the forum, how the consequences are being determined and who 
are involved in the conduct. 
The transgovernmental network has to establish an annual work program, in the first quarter of each 
year. It is made by national experts within the network, and thus not by the contact group or by the 
Netherlands. All of the Member States are involved in setting up the annual work program. The network 
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has to base its work on this program. Furthermore, this annual work program is in consultation with the 
Commission. 27 It thus seems that this is the first conduct by the network that is being evaluated ex ante. 
Before the network can start executing the program, the ENVR has to present it to the Commission. All 
of the Member States’ national experts are involved in the establishment of the annual program.28 These 
national experts, delegated from the Member States are thus the ones that are involved in the conduct. 
Concerning the consequence of this conduct, the proposed work program of the network can be refused 
or adjusted.29 The work of all of the Member States is thus evaluated by adjusting or refusing the annual 
work program.  
Secondly, the activities of the Member States is being evaluated after the two year establishment due to 
the action grant. This evaluation concerns the conduct of the network in the two years.30 This means that 
the meetings are evaluated in relation to the discussions about the challenges in the implementation of 
relevant EU legislation, the exchange of best practices, improvement of cooperation between the 
competent authorities in cross-border cases and the exchange of information and dialogue between 
actors that are related to the victims.31 In the determination of the actors involved in this evaluated work, 
this can be considered as the work of all the Member States. All of the Member States participate in the 
meetings and contribute to the work that is being evaluated. However, the work could also be considered 
as the work of the contact group, since they are facilitating these activities conducted by the Member 
States in those meetings and organize the subjects of the meetings, reach out to potential speakers and 
invent the workshops. 32  Concerning the consequences, this evaluation of the work of the ENVR 
constitutes the determination whether the network can continue its activities by an operation grant. The 
conduct that is evaluated can thus be regarded as the conduct of the whole network, as the network’s 
meetings and results are being evaluated. 
In conclusion, it is particularly clear that all of the Member States are involved in the evaluated work of 
the network: they all deliver input to the annual program and they all participate within the evaluated 
network’s meetings. The only nuance is that as for the second described conduct, the actor considered 
to be involved can also be seen as the contact group, as they organize the meetings and the substance of 
the meetings. 
§4.1.1.3 All Member States directly responsible 
The third indicator to confirm that the actors within the network are held collectively accountable is that 
all of the Member States are directly responsible. It is already shown above that there is, contrary to the 
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expectation, a clear hierarchy within the network, but also, it seems that all of the Member States are 
contributing to the conduct of the network. The last, whether all Member States are directly responsible, 
can be perceived as the decisive indicator, as this is the most important characteristic of collective 
accountability. To establish that all Member States are directly responsible, it must be determined in 
what ways the network’s activities are questioned and whether all Member States can be addressed for 
questions about the conduct.  
Even though it seems that the work of all the Member States is evaluated, in the interview, it was pointed 
out that the Netherlands appear to be the driving force behind the network’s activities. This was the case, 
as already pointed out above, because the Netherlands had initiated the project of the ENVR. When 
questioned whether the contact group also can be considered as the driving force behind the network, 
this was denied: ‘those are the countries that supported the project’s application for an action grant, but 
there is only one driving force within the network, and that is the Netherlands’.33 
Being the driving force seems to bring responsibilities. The Netherlands are the budget keepers of the 
network and therefore, they have the responsibility to justify the expenses of the network.34  When the 
other Member States have spent money on behalf of the network, they can charge expenses to the 
Netherlands. As the Netherlands seemed to be the budget keepers of the network, the Netherlands render 
the account for the network’s expenses. Also, as was pointed out in the interview, ‘the Netherlands have 
to give account for all of the network’s expenses and work since they have requested the action grant 
from the Commission. The contact group does not have this responsibility’.35 Even though the other 
Member States spend money, they do not have a full sight on the expenses of the network and therefore, 
these Member States would not be questioned on this matter. As the Netherlands are the only Member 
State being able to answer such questions, it is the only Member State to whom such questions are 
addressed.  
Taking this into account, it must be pointed out that it is clear that not all the Member States can be held 
responsible, as the strongest ‘weapon’ to hold the network accountable is to check their expenses, and 
the Netherlands are the only one that can answer the questions regarding the network’s budget.  
As the most important indicator to determine the classification of the accountability relationship as 
‘collective accountability’ and the other indicator that there is no clear hierarchy within the network 
cannot be established, it can already be determined that the expectation regarding the actor is to be 
rejected. 
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Therefore, it is deemed necessary to point out the other classifications of an accountability relationship 
with the dimension of the actor within that relationship. There is nothing that indicates that the network 
has a legal status yet, even though, under an operation grant when the network will be continued, the 
network will obtain a legal status. Also, the whole network is not held responsible. Therefore, it must 
be concluded that there is neither corporate or organizational accountability.  
As it is pointed out above several times, the Netherlands have appeared to be the actor that has to give 
account for the network’s expenses and activities.  Also, the contact group serves to support the 
Netherlands in these responsibilities, even though the Netherlands have the main responsibility to give 
account for the whole network, as it has initiated the network and requested the action grant. The 
Netherlands, however, do not have a clear hierarchical role within the network in the sense that it is 
regarded by the other Member States as the organizational top or that its activities within the network 
are substantially different. All participating Member States in the network, including the Netherlands, 
have the same purpose and function, namely to exchange best practices and information concerning 
victims’ rights. However, even though the Netherlands’ activities are not substantially different, the 
Netherlands’ have an additional function next to substantial functions within the network. It has the 
coordinating power of the network and is therefore held accountable. Taken these considerations into 
account, it must be concluded that the identification of the Netherlands being the one that renders the 
account, leads to the classification of the accountability relationship as ‘hierarchical accountability’. 
§4.1.2 Forum 
To find the forum within the relationship, a player must be found which can be found by examining the 
three indicators established in paragraph 3.1.3.2. The forum has to be related in some way to the actor, 
it must have the ability to retrieve information from the actor, and it must have the ability to hold the 
actor accountable in some way. As the actor is considered to be the network, in which there is a structure 
that makes the Netherlands the Member State that is being held accountable, it must be analyzed what 
forum holds this actor accountable.  
Within the Council Conclusions that establish the European Network for Victims’ Rights, the only body 
that appears to have an influential role on the network’s activities and continuation is the European 
Commission.36 There are no other European bodies that appear to have such an influent role on the 
network as the Commission, following out of the Council Conclusion and the interviews.37 
Within the Council Conclusions, NGOs have been given a role too within the transgovernmental 
network.38 However, this influence of NGOs is significantly less important, since they can only attend 
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the meetings and are mostly visiting these meetings when it is logistically easy for them to visit. The 
European Judicial Network, for example, had its meeting the day after the meeting of the ENVR in 
Bratislava, and therefore, they were able to come and visit the ENVR meeting.39 Furthermore, the 
network has established beforehand which organizations or NGOs should be invited to the meetings, 
which they did with the help from the permanent representation to the EU.40  
It is important to note that the presence of the Commission and also, the presence of the NGOs was a 
sensitive subject, following out of the interviews.41  
Member States’ governments also receive the records of the meetings. The governments also decide 
with each other whether the network is still needed and in which form: for example, the United Kingdom 
wanted a virtual network only, whereas the other Member States wanted a physical network.42 Even 
though the Member States participating in this network evaluate their own work within the network, the 
Member States are prejudiced in evaluating, as it considers their own work, and secondly, because 
primarily, they have the aim of the continuation of the network. 
The three indicators as pointed out in paragraph 3.1.3.2 to establish the concept of the forum are 
perceived by studying the Commission. First, because it is related to the actor since it has granted the 
actor the action grant, which made the existence of the network possible. Furthermore,  this grant 
provides the ability for retrieving information from the actor as the Commission is involved in the 
network’s meetings, its work program and its evaluation of the conduct and expenses of the network.43 
Lastly, because the Commission can decide on its continuation, it must be concluded that the 
Commission is able to hold the network accountable.  
Now that is established that the forum within the accountability relationship of the network is the 
Commission, as was already expected, the following will establish whether this forum constitutes 
administrative accountability.  
The expectation, as pointed out in paragraph 2.6, holds that the forum within the accountability 
relationship of the transgovernmental network indicates administrative accountability, which means that 
the forum is established external to the network, holds financial and administrative supervision and 
focuses on the compliance of established rules and procedures.  
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§4.1.1.1 External authority 
Above, it is established that the European Commission can be seen as the forum. The European 
Commission can be seen as an external actor, since this European body does not only operate within the 
network: the European Commission is a large European body that operates within the field of many EU 
policies and acts independently towards the network.44 
However, it must be pointed out that the Commission participates within the network. First, regarding 
the composition of the network, it is required that the Commission should be involved in and invited to 
all meetings of the network.45 Furthermore, regarding organization and funding, the Commission is 
involved in the establishment of the annual work program of the network.46 Lastly, regarding the review 
and evaluation, the Commission is involved in the evaluation of the network by the Member States that 
would lead to the decision whether there is need for its continuation and/or making it permanent.47 
There are two roles for the Commission. First, there are Commission officials that are occupied with the 
supervision on the budget, and second, the Commission officials that are occupied with the substantive 
program of the network.48  
It was, however, put forward that the involvement of the Commission officials within the substantive 
program of the network is marginal. They only check whether the program is appropriate to target the 
goals the Netherlands had set up in their proposal to establish the network. The Commission cannot 
influence directly the subjects of the meetings.49 As it was pointed out in one interview: ‘even though 
we (the network, ed.) have to give account for the money we distributed, we were independent in making 
our plans for the network’.50 The Commission therefore did not decided on what had to be discussed, 
but rather ‘thought along’ with the network participants about subjects.51 It was further pointed out that 
the Commission is present at the network meetings, but only the plenary sessions. Furthermore, they are 
not involved in the preparatory meetings.52  
More importantly, it must be stated that, even though involved in the substantive program and having 
the role of supervision on the budget, the Commission has a different role than the Member States that 
are in the network. The Commission does not participate in the network as the Member States do, as its 
activity within the network is of another purpose than the purpose of the Member States. The 
Commission was aiming to perceive and understand the problems the Member States have by 
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implementing a directive such as the Victims’ Directives, whereas the Member States had the purpose 
to better themselves by learning best practices from each other.53 
In conclusion, it can be assumed that the Commission can be considered generally as an external 
authority to the network. However, it must be acknowledged that certain facts, such as the operational, 
substantive role of the Commission within the ENVR nuance this finding. 
§4.1.1.2 Financial supervision 
The second indicator to establish a classification of administrative accountability constitutes that the 
forum has financial supervision over the organization.  
To begin with, the Member States that aimed for the network, had to request an action grant that is 
provided by the Commission in order to establish the network. These grants are financial contributions 
to provide aid in implementing EU programs or policies. In this case, this would thus constitute the 
provision of aid for implementing the new EU legislation on victims’ rights, as established in the Victims’ 
Directive. This directive ensures that the victims of crime in the Member States have a minimum level 
of rights, which are set up in the common rules found in the directive.  
This financial aid gave the power of supervision to the Commission. This was pointed out in the 
interview: ‘since the Commission pays about 80% of the network’s revenues, we can hardly deny the 
Commission entrance to the network’s meetings’.54  
This financial aid thus seems to be an important component of the accountability relationship between 
the Commission and the network. Based on the financial aid the Commission has given, there are two 
roles for the Commission as was already stated in the paragraph above: the Commission officials that 
are occupied with the substantive program of the network, and second, the Commission officials that 
are occupied with the supervision on the budget. It was already pointed out that the network has to justify 
its expenses to the Commission.55  
It must be argued out that two dimensions of financial supervision by the Commission can be perceived. 
The first dimension constitutes that because the Commission provided the action grant, it was given ‘a 
seat at the table’ next to the Member States: the Commission was able to control the network’s expenses, 
request being invited to the network’s meetings and lastly, request being involved in the substantive part 
of the network.56  
The second dimension provides another form of financial supervision, rather ex post, since it constitutes 
firstly, that the action grant is provided in parts, so that the actor first has to turn in its budget declarations 
                                                          
53 Interview II 
54 Interview I (translated) 
55 Interview I; Interview II 
56 Interview I, II, III 
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before the aid is granted by the Commission.57 Second, it constitutes the control of the Commission to 
provide the possibility of continuation for the network. The action grant provided to establish the ENVR 
was only established for two years, and therefore, a new grant is needed to continue the network.58 A 
respondent pointed out that when such an operation grant is given to the network, the Commission must 
have faith in the program, the structure and the budget.59  
Thus, to obtain the operation grant and be able to continue the ENVR, the ENVR has to give account to 
the Commission about its past activities, as the Commission will then determine whether the ENVR can 
continue these activities with an operation grant. 
Following out of the above paragraphs, it can be assumed that the Commission, as a forum, has two 
dimensions of financial supervision to the network, firstly, during the time of the network under the 
action grant, and secondly, afterwards, by determining whether the parts of the action grant are provided 
and whether another grant, the operation grant, will be provided to continue the network after two years. 
§4.1.1.3 Focus on compliance  
The third indicator to establish administrative accountability is that the focus of the forum lies on 
controlling the compliance with established rules and procedures. 
Within Article 26 of the Victims’ Directive, cooperation between Member States is being expected with 
the aim of ‘at least’ exchange of best practices, consultation in individual cases and assistance to 
European networks working on matters directly relevant to victims’ rights. 60  This article was the 
encouragement for the establishment of the ENVR and the Council Conclusions provide a further 
elaboration on these aims.  
The Commission provided the action grant to the initiating Member States so that these Member States 
could establish the ENVR. By granting this action grant, the ENVR was established in the ‘Council 
Conclusions establishing a European Network on Victims’ Rights’.61 Within these Council Conclusions, 
the aims, objectives and tasks of the network are determined within Section A, paragraphs 1 and 2. 
These consist out of stimulating the implementation of existing EU legislation on victims’ rights, 
suggesting improvement of the EU law in victims’ rights and facilitating cooperation between 
authorities that are responsible for the victims’ rights in the Member States.62 Furthermore, a list is made 
in paragraph 2 of this section, determining what the network should facilitate and enhance in particular. 
These are obligations for the network to provide discussions about the implementation of the EU 
                                                          
57 Interview III 
58 Interview I 
59 Interview I 
60 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32012L0029, Article 26. 
61 http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9997-2016-INIT/en/pdf. 
62http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9997-2016-INIT/en/pdf, Section A, paragraph 1.  
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legislation, the exchange of best practices, cooperation in cross-border cases and lastly, cooperation, 
sharing of information and discussion between different actors that deal with victims.63  
However, it must be pointed out that Article 26 of the Victims’ Directive is not that specific enough to 
be considered an ‘established’ rule or procedure on which the alleged forum, the European Commission 
holds its control to the network. Furthermore, the Council Conclusions, in which Article 26 is further 
specified, are informal. Council Conclusions can only identify specific issues of concern or outline 
particular goals or actions for the European Union. It could be questioned whether these Council 
Conclusions do constitute a rule and procedure.  
Even though Article 26 of the Victims’ Directive does not constitute a rule or procedure on which the 
Commission can hold control over the network directly, it led to the Council Conclusions in which the 
network was established under conditions that did provide and set out functions of the network, which, 
in the same Council Conclusions, was brought under supervision of the Commission. 
The functions, as point out in the Council Conclusions, of the Commission were already established in 
paragraph 4.1.1.1: it is involved to the meetings of the network, in the establishment of the annual work 
program of the network and lastly, it is involved in the evaluation of the network by the Member States, 
which leads to the decision whether the network will be continued. These functions help the Commission 
to control whether the network fulfills its obligations established in the Council Conclusions and 
following out of the encouragement in the Victims’ Directive. 
Next to the Council Conclusions providing (informal) rules, the action grant was provided by the 
Commission under an agreement with the Member States that initiated the network. As the specific 
agreement was not available for research, the Guide for Action Grants 2015, in general, provided that 
‘the beneficiary undertakes full contractual and financial responsibility for the implementation of the 
project’.64 The contract between the Commission and the beneficiaries, the initiating Member States, 
thus provide another rule on which the Commission relies to control the network. 
To conclude, the focus of the Commission lies on compliance with the rules and procedures set out in 
the Council Conclusions that followed from the Victims’ Directive and the conditions within the 
agreement between the initiating Member State and the Commission that followed from the provision 
of the action grant. Even though these rules and procedures are soft law (as for the Council Conclusions), 
it followed out of the Victims’ Directive.  Furthermore, as the Commission controls the network on the 
basis of the fulfilment of the functions of the network as set out in the Council Conclusions and the 
                                                          
63 http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9997-2016-INIT/en/pdf , Section A, paragraph 2. 
64http://ec.europa.eu/justice/grants1/files/2015_action_grants/2015_general/guide_for_action_grants_2015.pdf.  
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observance of the network to the action grant agreement, it is clear that the Commission focuses on the 
compliance of established rules and procedures. 
§4.1.3 Nature of the relationship 
To establish the nature of the accountability relationship between the actor and the forum, it must be 
first restated what the research has already established concerning the identification of the actor and the 
forum. The actor within the accountability relationship was found to be the ENVR, in which the 
Netherlands as a member of the network has to give account, and the forum to be the Commission.  
These two players in the accountability relationship have shown to be related to each other in the above 
paragraphs. Now that the actor and forum have been identified, it must be established what the nature 
of the relationship is, to classify the accountability relationship even further. 
This question constitutes why an actor is triggered to render account to the forum and why the actor has 
an obligation to render account. An indicator to find a the nature of the accountability relationship is 
that there are reasons why the actor has an obligation to render account. In this case, it would be that 
these reasons are stated in the Council Conclusions and in the specific agreement that established the 
action grant provided to the network. The second indicator to find the nature of the accountability 
relationship is that there are reasons why the actor is triggered to render account to the forum and how 
this is established. In this case, and as is already established in the aforementioned paragraphs about the 
actor and the forum, the network is triggered to render account to the Commission as the Commission 
makes the network’s existence possible through funds. When the Commission is satisfied by the 
network’s activities, the Commission can provide the continuation of the network by an operation grant. 
Now that the identification of the forum and the actor is established and it is established that the 
relationship has a specific nature, it must be determined whether, based on the nature of the relationship, 
the accountability relationship can be classified as vertical or that the expectation as pointed out in 
paragraph 2.6 must be rejected. Vertical accountability constitutes two indicators, namely, that the forum 
has formal power over the actor, and that the forum is considered to be more powerful than the actor. 
§4.1.3.1 Formal power 
The first indicator that would demonstrate an accountability relationship that can be classified as vertical 
accountability, is that the forum, thus the Commission, has formal power over the ENVR. To establish 
this, it must be considered which powers the European Commission has to renew, rescind or revise the 
mandates of the actor. Therefore, it must be determined first what mandate the Commission (as the 
forum) has given the Netherlands (as the actor). Afterwards, it must be assessed which powers the 
Commission has to renew, rescind or revise this mandate. 
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In the preparation phase of the implementation of the Victims’ Directive, meetings between experts of 
the Member States proved to be useful. Also, there was the feeling among Member States that the 
Commission had an excessively leading role in the implementation, and it was thus deemed to be 
favorable that Member States would be more involved to show their countries’ perspective on the 
implementation. 65  The network was then initiated by the Netherlands during its presidency and 
supported by Slovakia, France, and Ireland, later joined by Hungary. This application for the action 
grant, which was thus applied by the Netherlands and supported by the aforementioned countries, was 
under the multiannual EU program for justice.66 Contributing to the EU justice program can therefore 
be seen as the mandate given by the Commission.  
Also, quite remarkably, the Commission was fond of the network, as they hoped it would prevent the 
need for another directive, since issues raised because of the Victims’ Directive would now be discussed 
and solved by the Member States themselves in a network instead of being solved by another directive. 
The Commission assumed that a new directive on further establishing the victims’ rights would only 
stimulate the Eurosceptic environment within the EU. 67 A respondent also considered it an added value 
that the network became established because of Member States showing their need for cooperation and 
sharing information.68 As for the Commission in particular, there also was a rationale underlying the 
establishment of the network to contribute to the EU justice program, namely, that the Eurosceptic 
environment within the EU would not be stimulated.69 
As for the powers to renew, rescind or revise this mandate, the network is established for two years due 
to the period of the action grant which was provided by the Commission. This financial aid has given 
the Commission powers: it was already pointed out above that the Commission was involved in 
establishing the annual work program and that there is a group of Commission officials that are involved 
in the substance of the network’s meetings.70 Thus, considering the possibility of the Commission to 
revise and renew the mandate, these possibilities lie in the involvement in establishing the annual work 
program and the involvement in the substance of the network’s meetings.  
The possibility to rescind the mandate lies in the possibility of the Commission to determine whether 
the network will be continued. This is set out in the Council Conclusions: ‘in consultation with the 
Commission, (..) evaluate its work and its organization with a view to decide on the need of its 
continuation and/or making it permanent’.71 The Commission thus has the possibility to rescind its 
                                                          
65 Interview I, Interview II 
66 Interview I 
67 Interview I 
68 Interview II 
69 Interview I 
70 Interview I 
71 http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9997-2016-INIT/en/pdf; Section D, paragraph 10. 
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mandate to the network, but only after the end of the action grant: it can only rescind in the sense that it 
will not determine to support the network in its continuation.  
Taking these facts into consideration, it must be concluded that the Commission has formal power over 
the network, since the Commission firstly gave mandate by giving the network the duty to contribute to 
the EU justice multiannual program, and the purpose of reducing the Eurosceptic environment in the 
EU. Secondly, the Commission has the possibility to revise, rescind and renew this mandate by deciding 
on its continuation as the Commission may decide whether the network will obtain the operation grant 
after the action grant period has ended. 
§4.1.3.2 Forum considered more powerful 
The second indicator of the nature of the relationship to be vertical, is that there is a hierarchical 
relationship between the forum and the actor and therefore, that the forum is considered more powerful 
than the actor. As it is already established that the forum is the Commission and the actor is the 
Netherlands as a Member State within the transgovernmental network, it is deemed easy to come to the 
conclusion that the Commission can be considered as a more powerful player than the Netherlands in 
the accountability relationship. 
The Commission, namely, is an independent European body that does not directly exists out 
‘representatives’: it is expected from Commission officials to act neutrally towards the European 
Member States. The Commission also has the possibility to propose new laws within the European 
Union and to manage EU policies and EU funding, enforces the law of the European Union established 
in the treaties, directives and regulations, and is the representative of the EU.72 
A Member State such as the Netherlands or each other country within the network is to be considered 
dependent on the Commission in this matter, as they have to apply for EU funding to be able to establish 
a network. Also, the Commission has, by providing the action grant to the network, access to the 
meetings of the network whereas other European bodies are not included in the network’s activities.  
Furthermore, the Commission has set out a multiannual program for justice within the EU. The network 
is only a small part of this program, as it appeared that there are multiple justice and victims networks 
already within the EU.73 The fact that the network is part of a bigger whole is an indicator  that there is 
an hierarchical relationship, since the network’s activities only contribute to this bigger whole of the 
Commission’s work in the justice field. 
In one interview, the hierarchical relationship between the Commission and the Member States was also 
indirectly pointed out. The Commission, which has legislative powers in the European Union controls 
                                                          
72 https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/institutions-bodies/european-commission_en. 
73 Interview I (translated) 
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the Member States that are implementing the Commission’s legislation. The network would provide 
more dialogue between Member States and the Commission, as the Commission ‘does not work within 
the field of implementation and therefore, does not know the problems Member States have to deal with 
in the implementation phase’. These remarks point out the fact that the Commission is in a hierarchical 
relationship with the European Member States, as it imposes legislation on the Member States which 
they have to implement, and also, fulfils a controlling function over the implementation Member 
States.74 
The roles considering the independency and dependency of both the Commission as the Member State 
could also be considered to be reversed, as the EU Commission has appeared to encourage the network’s 
existence and continuation to avoid the stimulation of the Eurosceptic environment. With the existence 
of the network, namely, new directives to elaborate further on the victims’ rights are less needed than 
without the existence of the network. 75  New directives would lead to a stimulated Eurosceptic 
environment, and therefore, a network was preferred by the Commission. 
Even though the Commission is, in that sense, somewhat dependent on the existence of the network, it 
must be stated that the dependence of the Netherlands and the network as a whole on the Commission 
is much bigger, as the network is funded by the Commission and the Commission is a powerful, 
European body to which the Member States participating in the network are subject to.  
Therefore, it must be concluded that analyzing the common and the specific position of the Commission 
vis-à-vis the participating Member States could only result in concluding that there is a hierarchical 
relationship between the forum and the actor, even though the Commission is in some sense dependent 
of the existence of the network as well. 
§4.2 Results concerning the purpose of the accountability relationship 
By describing the purpose of the accountability relationship, the  purpose can be classified and the 
expectation that the purpose of this accountability relationship is control, can be rejected or confirmed. 
To recognize and describe the purpose of the accountability relationship, the background in which the 
network was established must be taken into account. Afterwards, the indicators, as established in 
paragraph 2.6 to classify the purpose of the accountability relationship as ‘accountability of control’, 
must be found. These hold that first, the actors were aware of the control, second, that the accountability 
relationship has a legal or administrative forum and lastly, that there would exist the need of the forum 
to prevent and detect abuse of powers by the actors. 
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However, the data sources did not provide any direct indicators for this expected purpose, neither for 
another purpose described  in chapter two. 
The data sources only provided indirect indicators to determining the purpose of the accountability 
relationship. There will be an elaboration on these indirect indicators in chapter six, the discussion of 
this research. Also, it will be recommended that based on these indirect indicators, it can be concluded 
that further research on purposes of accountability relationships within transgovernmental networks is 
deemed necessary. 
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V. Conclusion 
 
Having analyzed the data sources in the previous chapter, this chapter will provide the conclusion on 
this research. First, the expectations pointed out in paragraph 2.6 will be confirmed or rejected. As was 
already discussed in the previous chapter, the last expectation could not be confirmed or rejected. This 
will be addressed in the next chapter. Second, there will be an elaboration on the accountability 
relationship within the transgovernmental network per phase described in chapter two of the research. 
Lastly, in the light of the foregoing, the research question will be answered. 
§5.1 Expectation 1: Actor within the accountability relationship 
The first expectation held that the accountability relationship can be classified as collective 
accountability, based on the actor within the accountability relationship. The actor within the 
accountability relationship was firstly determined to be the network. Afterwards, the expectation that 
the relationship could be classified as collective accountability was tested by studying the actor’s, and 
thus, the network’s structure.  
The expectation should have been confirmed on three indicators: that there is no clear hierarchy within 
the network, that the actor is responsible for the conduct of the whole and that all participating Member 
States are directly responsible. The most important indicator to establish the classification of the 
accountability relationship as collective accountability was the last one. However, the structure of the 
network first denied the existence of the first indicator, stating that there is no clear hierarchy, due to a 
coordinating ‘contact group’ and furthermore, the leading role of the Netherlands within the network. 
Furthermore, the last, most important indicator could also not be acknowledged, as the Netherlands are 
the only country that the Commission can hold accountable for the network’s activities and budget. 
Therefore, it has been concluded already in the previous chapter that the expectation concerning the 
actor in the accountability relationship should be rejected.  
Since this was already established, the previous chapter also provided an elaboration on the classification 
that could be established based on the findings. First, organizational accountability was ruled out since 
the studied network did not have a legal status, and therefore, could not be addressed as a whole. As for 
the other possible classification, the Netherlands have initiated the network and therefore, coordinate 
the network’s activities. Since the Netherlands coordinate the network’s activities and its budget, it’s 
the country that is most closely related to the network and its purpose. This already indicates a 
hierarchical structure within the network. Most importantly, however, is the fact that the Netherlands 
have to give account for the network’s expenses and activities, and it is the only country that can be held 
accountable by the Commission, because the Netherlands initiated the network. Because of this showing 
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hierarchical structure, the accountability relationship must be classified as hierarchical accountability. 
In the table below, it is shown how the indicators are established. 
 
Table 12: Classification by actor 
Classification 1 Indicators Findings 
Hierarchical accountability Existing chief of 
organization 
Netherlands regarded as 
chief of organization by 
initiating network 
 
Accountability works along 
the chain of command 
Netherlands as chief 
only Member State 
being held accountable 
 
Now that the accountability relationship is established, the concerns of Papadopoulos and Slaughter 
regarding the weak visibility of the network and the assumed consequence can be addressed. As it turned 
out that the accountability relationship can be classified as hierarchical accountability and the 
Netherlands were the only Member State that was being held accountable, the concerns of Papadopoulos 
and Slaughter, namely that the weak visibility and lacking transparency of the networks would lead to 
the forum not knowing who to held accountable, can be rejected.  
§5.2 Expectation 2: Forum within the accountability relationship 
The second expectation held that the accountability relationship within the transgovernmental network 
can be classified as administrative accountability, based on the forum within the accountability 
relationship. The forum within the accountability relationship was firstly determined to be the 
Commission. Afterwards, the expectation that the relationship could be classified as administrative 
accountability was tested by studying the forum’s, and thus the Commission’s, behavior. 
The expectation should have been confirmed on three indicators: that it is an external authority, that it 
has financial supervision, and that its focus lies on compliance. Studying the role of the Commission 
resulted in the conclusion that the Commission is not entirely external to the network, as it is involved 
in its activities and meetings. However, the fact that the Commission’s involvement is not the same as 
the Member State’s involvement in the network. Therefore, it could be assumed that the first indicator 
was established. The second indicator was also established, as the Commission appeared to have two 
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dimensions of financial supervision over the network. Lastly, as for the third indicator, the focus of the 
Commission’s supervision appeared to lie on the compliance with the rules and procedures set out in 
the Council Conclusions that followed from the Victims’ Directive and the conditions within the 
agreement that followed from the provision of the action grant by the Commission.  
Even though all three indicators appear to be established, it is needed to rule out that the accountability 
relationship can fall within the other classifications provided in the theoretical framework. These are the 
political, legal, bureaucratic, social and professional classifications with regards to the forum. Firstly, 
the political classification is ruled out as the network is not democratically chosen and based on that, 
held accountable by parliaments, voters or media. Secondly, the legal classification can be ruled out as 
the Commission does not fall within the European Judiciary. The bureaucratic classification of the 
accountability relationship is much alike the administrative classification. However, as the source of 
control is deemed to be inside the organization instead of outside the organization in this bureaucratic 
accountability, this classification can also be ruled out. The accountability relationship of the network 
with the Commission can also not be classified as social accountability. Even though NGOs and civil 
society groups, as stakeholder panels, participate within the network, they do not have the power to hold 
the network accountable. Lastly, the relationship cannot be classified as professional accountability, as 
within this form, the control happens internal, and it is established that the Commission is an external 
actor.  
Since all three indicators are established rather clearly, and the other possible classifications are ruled 
out, the expectation that the accountability relationship within the transgovernmental network can be 
classified as administrative accountability must be confirmed. In the table on the next page, it is shown 
how the indicators are established. 
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Table 13: Classification by forum 
 
Now that is established that the accountability relationship can be classified as administrative 
accountability, the concerns of Papadopoulos and Slaughter regarding the composition of networks can 
be addressed. The description of the way transgovernmental networks are composed would namely lead 
to the identification of the one(s) that could hold the network accountable for its conduct. Both authors 
argued that political accountability was ruled out for transgovernmental networks and because of the 
composition, the actor would only be held indirectly accountable. Furthermore, Papadopoulos argued 
that the composition led to wrongful peer accountability which would not work as the networks are not 
likely to be pluralist and representative. The described peer accountability resembles of professional 
accountability described by Bovens. However, this was not the case for the studied network: the 
identification of the forum led to the classification of administrative accountability. Therefore, the 
concerns of Slaughter and Papadopoulos that follow out of the composition of the networks can be 
rejected.  
 
Classification 2 Indicators Findings 
Administrative accountability External authority The Commission can be 
regarded as an external authority 
Financial supervision - Action grant  provides 
‘seat at the table’ for 
Commission 
- Possible continuation 
through an operation 
grant, determined by the 
Commission 
Focus on compliance Financial supervision of the 
Commission focuses on the 
compliance with: 
- Council Conclusions 
that followed from the 
Victims’ Directive 
- Conditions within the 
action grant agreement 
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§5.3 Expectation 3: Nature of the accountability relationship 
The third expectation held that the accountability relationship within the transgovernmental network can 
be classified as vertical accountability, based on the nature of the accountability relationship. As it was 
established that the Commission is the forum and the actor within the relationship is the network, in 
which the Netherlands are being held accountable directly, it was first noted that the relationship could 
be considered to be classified by its nature. In the previous chapter it was namely established that the 
Council Conclusions and the agreement are the reasons why the network has an obligation to render 
account and secondly, that the network is triggered to render account to the Commission as its existence 
depends on the fund provided by the latter.  
The expectation should have been confirmed on two indicators: that the forum has formal power over 
the actor and that the forum is considered to be more powerful than the actor. Studying the relationship 
between the Commission and the Netherlands as the Member State held accountable for the network, it 
has been concluded that the Commission has formal power over the network. This indicator was found 
to be established as this indicator constitutes two elements: that the forum has given a mandate to the 
actor, and that the forum can revise, rescind and renew this mandate. It has been concluded that the 
Commission has given the network a mandate to contribute to the EU justice multiannual program and 
the purpose of reducing the Eurosceptic environment in the EU. Secondly, the Commission has the 
power to revise, rescind and renew this mandate as it is involved in substance of the network and decides 
on the continuation of the network.  
The second indicator was established, as the Commission is an independent European body to which 
the Member States within the network are subjected. Having analyzed the common and the specific 
position of the Commission towards the participating Member States resulted in the conclusion that 
there is a hierarchical relationship between the forum and the actor. Some nuance is needed, however, 
as the Commission is in some sense also dependent of the existence of the network. 
Even though the two indicators appear to be established, it is needed to rule out that the accountability 
relationship can fall within the other classifications provided in the theoretical framework. These are the 
horizontal and diagonal classifications with regards to the nature of the accountability relationship. First, 
the horizontal accountability must be considered to be visible in the transgovernmental network. 
Horizontal accountability is visible because the participating Member States evaluate the network’s 
activities with each other in order to test whether the need for such a network still exists. This is not a 
formal obligation and there is no hierarchical relationship. Diagonal activity is not visible within the 
transgovernmental network, as there is no intermediary between the Commission and the network that 
has informal power because it passes the information through to the forum. 
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Even though horizontal accountability is visible, the visibility of vertical accountability through its 
indicators is stronger and less commonsensical. It is namely logical that Member States also discuss the 
progress with each other. The role of the Commission within the network is more special.  
Therefore, since the two indicators are established rather clearly, and the other possible classifications 
can be ruled out to a significant extent in which the vertical accountability is deemed to be the best 
classification, the expectation that the accountability relationship within the transgovernmental network 
can be classified as vertical accountability must be confirmed. In the table below, it is shown how the 
indicators are established. 
Table 14: Classification 3, by nature 
Classification 3 Indicators Findings 
Vertical accountability Formal power - Commission given a 
mandate to the network 
- Mandate can be renewed, 
rescinded and revised by the 
Commission 
Forum considered to be more 
powerful 
- Commission in its common 
role more powerful than 
Member States through a 
hierarchical relationship 
- Commission in its specific 
role in the network more 
powerful than Member 
States through an 
hierarchical relationship 
 
Now that the accountability relationship is classified as vertical accountability, the overall concerns of 
Slaughter and Papadopoulos can be addressed. It has been concluded, namely, that their concerns are 
mostly built upon the assumption that the relationship’s nature within the transgovernmental context is 
horizontal in which there are no formal obligations and the network voluntarily gives account. This 
concern can be rejected since the network is being held accountable through the powers of the 
Commission and therefore, the accountability relationship is not horizontal, but vertical. Even though it 
is established that the accountability relationship can be classified as vertical, it must be recalled that 
there are also elements of horizontal accountability, but that these elements are less stronger. Also,  
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vertical accountability being established is deemed to be enough to reject the concerns of Papadopoulos 
and Slaughter. 
§5.4 Phases of accountability relationship 
Now that the expectations are rejected or confirmed, the findings provided in the previous chapter can 
be also divided in the three phases point out in paragraph 2.3.2 of this research. In the figure on the next 
page, the elements of the information phase, the discussion phase and the consequences phase found in 
the research are provided. 
As for the information phase, the Netherlands provided information on the network’s conduct to the 
Commission. Also, the Commission, as a forum, was able to retrieve information itself by visiting the 
meetings. The explanation and justification by the Netherlands was done after each part of the money 
provided by the action grant. The Commission first wanted to have the information before it would 
provide the part of the action grant.  
The second phase, which is the discussion phase, is rather unclear within this research. Most importantly, 
the Commission is able to contribute to the ideas for the subjects of the network’s meetings. But the 
Commission did not appear to ask a lot of questions or appeared critical about the network’s explanation 
and justification for its expenses. This could be because the network’s conducts follow out the activities 
that were proposed when requesting the action grant, which the Commission has already approved when 
deciding to provide the grant. 
The consequences phase in this transgovernmental network’s accountability relationship is 
characterized by the Commission evaluating the network together with Member States and the 
Commission decision on the network’s continuation by determining whether the network will obtain an 
operation grant after the action grant will end. 
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§5.5 Answering the research question 
The answer on the research question: ‘how is accountability arranged in transgovernmental networks?’, 
can be answered based on the aforementioned confirmations and rejections of expectations and the 
phases of the accountability relationship. Accountability in transgovernmental networks is arranged 
through hierarchical, administrative and vertical accountability. Lastly, accountability in 
transgovernmental networks is mostly visible in the first and last phase of accountability relationships.  
  
•The Netherlands provided
information on the
network's conduct
•Commission able to visit
meetings
•Explanation and
justification before being
granted the parts of the
action grant
Information 
phase
• Commission able to
contribute to the
network's subjects
Discussion 
phase • Commission evaluates
the network together
with Member States
• Decides on continuation
by deciding on granting
operation grant
Consequences 
phase
Figure 3: ENVR accountability relationship elements 
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VI. Discussion 
 
Within the discussion, the research will address the threats to inference. Furthermore, recommendations 
for further research will be given in terms of content and in terms of research methods.  
One threat to the research is that there is only one case that has been studied. However, this was needed 
as there is little known about transgovernmental networks. Before studying several transgovernmental 
networks in a comparative studies, it is needed to explore the phenomena of transgovernmental networks 
and its structures first. That is why the reason of this research was mainly to explore and give rise to 
further studies in the field of transgovernmental networks and not to generalize the findings. Another 
threat was that only interviews with Dutch respondents were used in the analysis due to time constraints. 
However, this threat turned out to be addressed as the Netherlands were and are the most important 
Member State for the establishment and possible continuation of the network. The Netherlands appeared 
to have the leading coordinative role within the network and therefore, the Dutch respondents were able 
to provide enough insights in the network. Moreover, as the Netherlands fulfilled this coordinative  role 
within the network, the Dutch respondents that represented or represent the Netherlands in the network 
were able to provide the most information on the accountability relationship, as they knew the most 
about the network’s structure. Even though insights from other European participants within the network 
could have provided additional, useful information, the data collected in the research was sufficient to 
establish the findings.  
Now that the threats to inference are addressed, the discussion will move on to the recommendations for 
further research in terms of content.  
The last expectation concerning the purpose of the accountability relationship could not be confirmed 
or rejected because the research did not have enough data to establish a well-funded analyzation of the 
purpose. However, the research could make some assumptions, based on the data it found. First, to 
classify the purpose of the accountability relationship, it is important to mind the background in which 
a network is established. In this case, that would be an environment in which Euroscepticism was on the 
rise and that the amount of power the network has seems to be marginal as it was only established for 
two years and focuses only on helping one another with the implementation of the Victims’ Directive. 
The expectation that this research stated was that the purpose of the relationship was accountability as 
control. The two indicators, even though not established enough to conclude with a rejection or 
confirmation, were visible to an extent which would need further research to make such a conclusion. 
Firstly, the actor, the network, was aware of the control by the Commission because of all the documents 
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that informed about the role of the Commission within the network. Secondly, as it was already 
established in paragraph 4.1.2, the Commission is to be regarded as an administrative forum, which is 
the second indicator of accountability established to control. The last indicator, the need to prevent and 
detect abuse of powers, was also visible, but not well-funded enough to be established. Therefore, it is 
considered that this last indicator needs the most further research. It could not be concluded whether the 
network had to be considered to have power that needed to be prevented to be abused. In further research 
into transgovernmental networks, more attention is needed for the underlying purpose of the established 
accountability relationship. When there are expectations in further research that the accountability 
relationship is established with the purpose of control, that research can use the preliminary findings of 
this research to build upon. 
As a second recommendation in terms of content, this research has used Bovens to classify the 
accountability relationship. Bovens, even though not involving new forms of governing such as 
transgovernmental networks in his studies, still appears useful to classify accountability relationships 
and therefore, to describe structures of the transgovernmental networks with regards to accountability. 
However, it must be deemed necessary to elaborate further upon hybrid forms between the vast 
classifications of Bovens. As already noticed in this research, especially regarding the classification on 
the basis of the nature of the relationship, sometimes, a transgovernmental network appeared able to 
have indicators from other classifications. Further research to such hybrid forms is considered necessary 
as the transgovernmental networks appear to be different from other (international) public organizations 
already. Therefore, hybrid forms, when acknowledged more often in further research, can lead to an 
increase of classifications that will help to analyze accountability relationships in organizations other 
than already described by Bovens and others.  
Having discussed the recommendations in terms of content, the discussion will now move on to the 
recommendations in terms of research methods. 
As transgovernmental networks have always appeared to be a container concept, it is deemed necessary 
to do more single case studies before moving to comparative designs. As these networks are mostly 
difficult to find, it is important to make in-depth analyzations of such networks first before comparing 
it to other transgovernmental networks. In this way, there will be more information on these networks, 
which is necessary before comparing the networks with each other. When it is possible, based on the 
findings within the single case studies, to compare transgovernmental networks with each other in terms 
of accountability, these comparative studies may lead to further classifications within the container 
concept of transgovernmental networks.  
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IIX. Appendices 
 
8.1 Interview I – by phone - recorded 
Policy adviser with the portfolio responsibilitiy victims’ policy 
Goedemorgen, met Agnes Jongeneelen, ik zou u vandaag bellen met wat vragen aangaande het 
netwerk ENVR. Komt het nu gelegen? 
Ja hoor, komt gelegen! 
Dan eerst de vraag of het goed is als ik dit gesprek opneem? 
Ja hoor, dat is prima 
Nou, ik doe dus een onderzoek naar de ENVR als transnationaal netwerk. Er is zover ik weet niet 
heel veel bekend over dit netwerk. Vandaar dat ik wat vragen wil stellen over de structuur, de 
actoren en de processen binnen het netwerk, het is namelijk een descriptief onderzoek. 
Ja, ja. 
Als eerste vraag, kunt u het proces beschrijven dat uiteindelijk leidde tot de creatie van het 
netwerk? 
Hm, ja, alhoewel ik daar zelf van een afstand bij betrokken ben geweest, ik heb er wel een beeld van. 
Maar mocht je over die aanloopperiode echt meer informatie over willen, dan heb ik wel een collega die 
er echt alles over kan vertellen. Maar het is eigenlijk zo, in de aanloop naar de EU richtlijn over 
minimumnormen eh, voor slachtoffers, waren er een aantal bijeenkomsten geweest met lidstaten. Toen 
is er eigenlijk het gevoel ontstaan dat dat soort bijeenkomsten van mensen, van hm, verschillende 
lidstaten die zich bezighouden met slachtofferrechten en slachtofferhulp, dat die, zinvol bleken, om ja, 
met elkaar aan tafel te zitten. Met die ontmoetingen in de aanloop naar die richtlijn is het idee geboren 
en ja het tweede was, eh, ja, het gevoel dat de Europese Commissie wel heel erg leidend was in het hele 
dossier. En als je nou, ja, wat meer samen optrekt, heb je als lidstaten ook wat meer invloed en 
achtergronden 
Oké, en hoe verliep die samenwerking tussen de vier landen? Zijn er verschillende motieven 
geweest bij de landen?  
Eh, ja, motieven waren in principe hetzelfde. Maar het is duidelijk het Nederlandse initiatief geweest. 
En als je dan, ja, zoiets wilt opstarten zijn er verschillende mogelijkheden. Een daarvan is de action 
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grant aanvragen, een soort project subsidie voor twee jaar. Ja, dan heb je andere landen nodig om er 
voor te tekenen en, ja, zo is dat gedaan. Dus met Nederland hebben we het hele voorstel opgezet, en 
hebben we daar steun voor gekregen van Ierland, Slowakije en Frankrijk. En ja, die hebben dus 
meegetekend om dus aan de vereisten te voldoen van de Europese Commissie dat er een aantal landen 
achter je voorstel gaan staan om voor een subsidie in aanmerking te komen. 
Oké dus dat waren duidelijk die drie landen die hebben getekend onder het Nederlandse voorstel. 
Waren er nog andere landen die overwogen om te tekenen en om deel te nemen in het netwerk? 
Nou, dit waren gewoon de landen die zich het actiefst als voorstander vertoonden. Wat ze natuurlijk wel 
gedaan hebben - er waren ook wel wat scepsis, zo van, nou weer een netwerk? Moet dat wel enzovoorts. 
Dus eh, mijn toenmalige directeur is met mijn toenmalige collega die het project trok wel een aantal, eh, 
keer op belangrijke lidstaten af geweest om dit voorstel toe te lichten en uit te leggen, om zeg maar 
twijfel weg te nemen. Engeland zijn ze geweest, Duitsland zijn ze geweest. 
Oké, want ja, ik begreep wel dat er eerst wel wat meetings waren geweest, maar dan niet in de 
vorm van een netwerk, maar wel dat experts bij elkaar gekomen en dat daaruit de behoefte bleek 
voor zo’n netwerk. 
Ja, ja, het begon met die meetings waar experts op af kwamen ter voorbereiding op die EU richtlijn en 
van daaruit werd het elkaar vaker zien, maar ook wel andere netwerken hé. Er zijn meerdere 
ontmoetingsplaatsen he, voor experts binnen Europa, meerdere netwerken. Ik ga volgende week ook 
naar Dublin. 
Zijn er nog moeilijkheden geweest bij het opstarten bij het netwerk? 
Ja, ja, er zijn wel wat scepsis geweest bij het oprichten van het netwerk he. Duitsland moest echt 
overgehaald worden he, maar die is later erg enthousiast betrokken geraakt. Dus eh, ja het was denk ik 
het probleem, was een beetje improviseren. De eerste, voorbereidende meeting zou in principe in 
Nederland zijn, maar dat lag wat gevoelig, dus daar hebben we rekening mee gehouden. En het toen ook 
in Luxemburg gedaan. Wel bijzonder dat, ja, het justitie programma van de Europese Unie, daar doen 
twee landen niet aan mee, Denemarken en Groot-Brittannië. Maar Groot-Brittannië doet wel mee aan 
dit netwerk. 
Dus er zijn meer landen bijgekomen dan de vier landen die het hebben opgestart? 
Oh ja, nou ja, 27/28 landen doen mee met het netwerk. Komen met één of meerdere vertegenwoordigers 
naar de bijeenkomsten toe, dus, eh, ja alleen Denemarken niet, want die zeiden, ja, we doen ook niet 
mee met dat justice programme dus.. we willen dit ook niet, maar Engeland doet dat dus wel. En eh, de 
contact group van die vier landen, daar is uiteindelijk nog Hongarije bij aangesloten en, Hongarije heeft 
ook aangeboden om de volgende ronde te organiseren. 
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Ja, want dat was in mei geloof ik? 
Hoe bedoel je? 
Ik geloof dat er een nieuwe meeting was in mei? 
Nee, april is het uiteindelijk geworden, in Parijs. Nee, we zijn bij de voorbereidende bijeenkomst 
geweest in het najaar van 2015 met een kleinere groep afgevaardigden uit de landen, met eigenlijk de 
vraag waar willen we het netwerk voor gebruiken? Hoe zouden we het willen organiseren? Waar kunnen 
we bijeenkomen? Welke onderwerpen willen we bespreken? En toen in januari 2016 is de 
startbijeenkomst geweest in Amsterdam onder het Nederlandse voorzitterschap. Toen was het een 
grotere bijeenkomst, toen mochten landen drie mensen afvaardigen, niet alleen de specialisten maar ook 
de leidinggevenden en zo. 
Oké, dus eigenlijk is het zo dat vier landen het hebben opgezet en ervoor hebben getekend. Verder 
doet de hele Europese Unie mee, behalve dus Denemarken? 
Ja. 
Oké, duidelijk 
Ja, en die contact group bereid ook zeg maar de bijeenkomsten  inhoudelijk voor. 
Waar bestaat die contact group precies uit? 
Dat is zeg maar Nederland, Slowakije, Frankrijk, Ierland en Hongarije. 
Oké, ja, die nemen dus de verantwoordelijkheid op zich om de bijeenkomsten voor te bereiden? 
We bespreken samen het programma, wie we daar voor zouden kunnen uitnodigen, wanneer het zinvol 
is dat bijvoorbeeld, slachtoffers van terrorisme een en eh, hoe je je als land daar op voorbereid, hoe je 
daar een goede voorziening voor zou kunnen bieden. Slowakije zou eigenlijk de bijeenkomst 
organiseren maar gaf aan niet zo veel te hebben met het onderwerp, en toen is dus, ja,  terrorisme is voor 
hen iets wat vrij ver van hun bed afspeelt. Dus toen hebben we besloten met een overleg met hen dat de 
informatievoorziening en samenwerken met andere netwerken bij hen in Bratislava zouden bespreken 
en dat we dus deze maand, afgelopen april in Parijs het over terrorisme zouden hebben. Want ja, dan 
heb je ook wat experts dichtbij uit België en Frankrijk. Dat is de rol van de contact group, om dat zo 
inhoudelijk te bespreken. Dan is het toch, uiteindelijk, het gastland dat de logistieke organisatie van de 
bijeenkomst regelt. 
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Ja precies, ik kon ook geen organogram of iets dergelijks vinden van het netwerk. Wel de Council 
Conclusions waarin de composition van het netwerk wordt beschreven. Maar is er nog een 
specifieke organisatiestructuur? Buiten dat de contact group wat meer organiseert?  
Nou, omdat wij (Nederland, red.) de trekkers zijn van die projectsubsidie en die dus ook zullen moeten 
verantwoorden, en ook beheerder zijn van het budget hebben we natuurlijk wel een extra 
verantwoordelijkheid. Als er declaraties zijn hm, dan dient men die bij ons in hé. En wij zullen het ook 
moeten verantwoorden aan de Commissie, later dit jaar, over de besteding van al die gelden. Dus ja, wij 
zijn in die zin wel, ja de project leiders. 
Bedoelt u met ‘wij’ de vier landen die de contact group vormen? Die de action grant moeten 
verantwoorden aan de Commissie? 
Nou, dat moet Nederland doen, Nederland doet dat. Omdat Nederland de initiatiefnemer was. Je hebt 
altijd één initiatiefnemer, en andere landen die het steunen. Daarom is de contact group ook wel de 
support group geweest: die het project steunen, maar er is één trekker van het project. 
U gaf net al aan dat de Commissie die action grant heeft verleend, wat ook in de Council 
Conclusions te vinden is. Eh, is de Commissie dan het orgaan wat boven het netwerk staat? Of is 
er een ander orgaan dat boven het netwerk staat en waar verantwoording aan af moet worden 
gelegd? 
Nee, nou, wij moeten verantwoording afleggen aan de Commissie voor de besteding van de gelden. En 
we overleggen ook wel met de Commissie over onze plannen. Maar uiteindelijk is het netwerk daar 
zelfstandig in. Sommige landen hadden de Commissie het liefst helemaal buiten de deur gehouden, ook 
op bijeenkomsten. Ook de aanwezigheid van de NGO’s ligt wel eens gevoelig. Daar hebben we een 
gemengde formule voor gevonden, maar ja, de Commissie betaalt dan ook 80% van onze inkomsten, 
dus we kunnen ze moeilijk toegang weigeren. Er zijn ook wel vertegenwoordigers van de Commissie 
aanwezig op de bijeenkomsten, maar ze zijn niet aanwezig bij onze voorbereidende vergaderingen. 
Oké, dus ze kunnen alleen bij de meetings aanwezig zijn? Ik vond ook in de Council Conclusions 
dat NGO’s bij de bijeenkomsten mogen zijn, geldt dit dus ook voor de NGO’s?  
NGO’s die aanwezig zijn zijn met name NGO’s op Europees niveau, dus dat is bijvoorbeeld, eh, Victim 
Support Europe, Fundamental Right Agency, geloof ik, FRA, en in Bratislava was ook de organisatie 
aanwezig voor gelijke rechten. En dus het Judicial Network, het netwerk voor alle openbaar ministeries. 
En toen bij de meeting in Bratislava, toen was de bijeenkomst van ons en die van de EJN (European 
Judicial Network) op opeenvolgende dagen. Waardoor we aanwezig konden zijn bij hun meeting en zij 
bij die van ons 
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En de informatie van zo’n meeting? Wordt deze nog ergens gepubliceerd? Hoe werkt deze 
procedure van informatie verstrekking? 
In principe wordt zo’n verslag doorgespeeld naar de Commissie en alle deelnemers krijgen een verslag. 
En wie maakt dit verslag? De contact group? 
Het gastland. Die is verantwoordelijk. Het concept delen we met elkaar en vervolgens 
becommentariëren we dat. Nee, dat is niet helemaal waar trouwens, eh. Als we nou Parijs nemen, daar 
hebben twee, nee, drie leden van de contact group, Frankrijk, Ierland en Slowakije, die hebben 
deelverslagen opgesteld over de workshops. En, eh, dat is onderdeel geworden van het eindverslag. De 
verantwoordelijkheid voor het eindverslag lag dan bij Frankrijk als gastheer. Ik heb zelf ook nog een 
plenaire bijdrage geleverd met Hongarije over de evaluatie en de toekomst, en dat hebben we dan ook 
geleverd voor het verslag. 
En wat wordt er dan met zo’n verslag gedaan? Is het enkel een naslagwerk? 
Op nationaal niveau wordt het gedeeld, want mensen, eh, ja het bevat informatie die voor sommige 
mensen nuttig kan zijn. Bijvoorbeeld Frankrijk en België deelden informatie die voor terroristische 
aanslagen, wat voor lessen dat je daaruit kan trekken, om voor te bereiden op de toekomst. En eh, nou, 
dat is natuurlijk relevante informatie voor mensen die zich daar in Nederland mee bezig houden. Een 
van mijn collega’s die zich daar met terrorisme bezig houdt was ook mee naar Parijs, maar dat is dan 
natuurlijk een groepje mensen die daar mee bezig is. In zo’n groep wordt dan informatie gedeeld. En er 
staan natuurlijk ook actiepunten in. In Slowakije heeft de EJN, wat een staande organisatie is, 
aangeboden om gebruik te maken van hun website, dit is zo’n afspraak wat een actiepunt is. Wij hebben 
geen website. Zo’n afspraak krijgt dan wel een vervolg en in Parijs is geconcludeerd dat, heel veel landen 
zijn bezig om hun schaderegelingen opnieuw te eisen voor situaties met terrorisme, en er is ook een 
netwerk die zich bezig houdt met schadefondsen wat de Europese Commissie nieuw leven in heeft 
geblazen. En dan ook vaststellen dat het handig is om een keer bijeen te komen met dit netwerk van 
contact points van de lidstaten met betrekking tot schadefondsen om eens bij te praten over de laatste 
ontwikkelingen met betrekking tot compensatie. Een schadefonds in een bepaald land heeft als gevolg 
van een oudere EU richtlijn de verantwoordelijkheid om de inwoners van dat land te helpen met het 
indienen van het aanvragen bij schadefondsen, en dan moeten we natuurlijk wel weten wat de laatste 
stand van zaken is. 
Oké, ja. 
Ben ik een beetje helder of? 
Ja, ik ben aandachtig aan het luisteren, veel informatie die nieuw voor mij is. Ik vind het namelijk 
een interessant netwerk omdat het zich ook bezig met richtlijnen. Het was voor mij alleen soms 
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niet duidelijk hoe de rollen binnen het netwerk waren en hoe de informatieprocessen verliepen, 
maar dit wordt me nu allemaal wel een stuk duidelijker. 
Ja, ja, precies, de eerste fase is ook een projectfase he. Wij zijn nu bezig om voor de volgende fase, he, 
de tweede fase, een operating grant te verkrijgen. 
Want dat heeft dan te maken met de continuation van het netwerk? Ik had ook begrepen dat de 
Europese Commissie niet uitsloot dat het netwerk zich zou voortzetten. 
Ja, sterker nog, ze, want ze hebben, nou eh, na afloop van Bratislava hebben we ook gesproken met de 
Commissie hoe ze dat zagen en dat ze graag wilden dat we doorgaan. En eh, ja Hongarije heeft dus ook 
aangeboden om trekker te zijn van de volgende ronde, en die heeft toen de Commisssie op het spoor 
gezet. Ja, je kan de documenten vinden waar je de call voor proposal vinden op de website van de 
Commissie, want ze hebben ja, een meer jaren programma op het gebied van justitie en daar publiceren 
ze ook iedere keer, ieder jaar weer een jaar programma met een lijst van mogelijkheden waar je subsidie 
op kan aanvragen. Ze noemen dan een aantal onderwerpen en daar noemen ze dan bij hoe je je kan 
aanmelden, een beroep kan doen voor die subsidie.  
En nu wordt dus bewerkstelligd dat het via een andere grant dan door zou gaan wordt gegeven 
aan het netwerk? 
Ja, dan moet je eerst erkend worden als netwerk. Je moet dan rechtspersoonlijkheid hebben. Het netwerk 
moet ook bestaan dan uit ja, 14 landen aangesloten bij het netwerk, minimaal 14 landen. En dan, kun je 
als je, als je dan bent erkend als netwerk een operation grant aanvragen. En dan worden ook de kosten 
voor zeg maar het draaiende houden van de organisatie vergoed. 
Oké, en komen er dan nog extra verplichtingen voor het netwerk, met zo’n operation grant? Dan 
dat jullie nu hebben? Is daar nu een verschil in qua verantwoording? 
Ja het werkt anders. Je krijgt dan in principe een erkenning voor vier jaar, en je kunt met die erkenning 
met een begroting geld krijgen. Dat is dan wel weer wat minder onzeker, ze gaan je niet voor vier jaar 
erkennen en dan eh, maar voor één jaar geld geven, nee. Dus ze moeten wel vertrouwen hebben in de 
plannen die je presenteert, dat de kosten goed onderbouwd zijn en dat de plannen in lijn zijn met wat je 
eerder hebt voorgesteld, maar dan eh, is toch een wat marginalere toets, maar je moet wel ieder jaar een 
werkplan presenteren met een begroting. 
Oké, en nu hebben jullie dat gewoon één keer gedaan voor die action grant? 
Ja, dat was een tweejarig project. 
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En is er nog een ander Europees orgaan bij betrokken, bij dat toekennen van zo’n operation of 
action grant? 
Nee, is allemaal de Commissie, zeg maar, de ambtenaren van de Commissie. Maar, er is wel, ja, kijk, je 
hebt wel mensen die zich daar inhoudelijk bezig houden, met het justitie programma, en wat meer de 
financiële controleurs, die rollen zijn gescheiden. 
En die controleurs checken dan de begroting? 
Ja, ook. En de inhoud wordt dan getoetst door de mensen die zich dus er mee bezig houden dat het 
inhoudelijk klopt. Je moet je wel, ze hebben overal normen voor he. Als je, eh, ergens een congres 
organiseert en iedereen mag komen en de overnachtingen wordt betaald en geregeld door de organisatie, 
dan zijn er regels, dat verschilt per land he, hoe veel geld je voor een kamer voor zo’n deelnemer mag 
uitgeven. En ook aan wat voor dagvergoeding, en er zijn heel veel van dat soort norm bedragen. 
Dat zijn echt logistieke kosten, wordt er ook gekeken naar hoe veel geld er per onderwerp naar 
toe gaat? 
Nee, niet echt onderwerp gebonden. Je zegt, met dit doel willen we een aantal keer bijeenkomen, en zo 
lang, en zo veel mensen per keer, en per land, eh, daar krijg je dan je toestemming voor. Het is niet zo 
dat van te voren eh, bij het toekennen van de action grant al moet indelen welk geld naar welk onderwerp 
gaat. 
Dus je hebt een vrije keuze in wat voor onderwerpen je aansnijdt bij de bijeenkomsten? 
Ja, klopt 
Even kijken, had ik dan nog meer vragen.. 
Maar, maar koers is nu dat er later een vast secretariaat hebben. 
Is het dan nu een wat meer informeel netwerk? 
Ja, we hoeven nu geen rechtspersoonlijkheid te hebben. Het netwerk heeft nu enkel status door de 
Council Conclusions. Maar we hebben nu ook geen reglementen. Het is meer een project om de landen 
bijeen te laten komen. En de lasten worden daarbuiten grotendeels door ons gedragen. 
En hoe zou dat netwerk dan nu opnieuw moeten worden opgericht? Is dat dan via een wet? 
Ja, als je erkend wordt als rechtspersoon, dus als je zeg maar een vereniging geworden bent van 
verschillende EU landen en je hebt die erkenning, dan eh, dan zit daarin al de status voor een aantal 
jaren.  
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Wordt dat dan nog ergens in vastgelegd, zo’n erkenning? 
Ja ik neem aan van wel. Dit zal dan via een overeenkomst zijn. 
Oké, en worden er wel eens vaker vragen gesteld van derden over werkzaamheden buiten de 
Commissie en NGO’s die bij bijeenkomsten mogen zijn? 
Hoe bedoel je dat? 
Nou, zijn er bijvoorbeeld nationale instanties die dingen met jullie willen bespreken om onder 
aandacht te brengen binnen het netwerk? Een soort lobbyen, maar misschien anders? 
Nou, we hebben, nou ja we hebben ten minste, dit loopt per lidstaat natuurlijk anders, maar ik 
bijvoorbeeld ben wel een keer benaderd door de politie. Het probleem, want ja je mag in je eigen land 
aangifte doen en bij lichtere dingen, je zou daar gewoon een administratieve procedure voor moeten 
hebben zodat zo’n aangifte direct in het systeem van een andere lidstaat komt. Kunnen jullie het daar 
niet eens over hebben, ja daar ben ik wel een keer voor benaderd. Want, recht om aangifte te doen staat 
ook in die richtlijn over minimumnormen, dus daar hebben we het dan ook over, dus daar ben ik wel 
mee aan de slag gegaan. Dit gebeurt niet zo vaak, maar dit is dan wel een voorbeeld dat mensen toch 
denken, hé, dat netwerk is misschien, dat kan wel iets voor ons betekenen. Omdat ik dan de Nederlandse 
vertegenwoordiger ben nemen ze contact op. En er zijn verder zijn er ook netwerken van 
reclasseringsorganisaties binnen de Europese Unie, en die hebben samen ook weer een soort, een soort 
samenwerkingsverband, die hebben me dan ook gevraagd wel eens om wat te komen vertellen over het 
netwerk, ja, toch ook om op de kaart te zetten, maar ook ja, zodat je niet bij elkaar in het vaarwater komt, 
waar zijn jullie mee bezig, waar zijn wij mee bezig. Om de meerwaarde van het netwerk in de gaten te 
houden als het ware. 
Oké, logisch. En die informatie waar we het over hadden, die verslagen. Eh, u zei net al dat dat 
wordt gedeeld met mensen die zich met het onderwerp bezig houden. Is er ook een andere reden 
voor het delen van deze informatie? Is het enkel praktisch nut? 
Nou, het maakt ook wel deel uit van de verantwoording. Kijk, aan het eind van het jaar moeten we eh, 
ons verantwoorden wat we hebben gerealiseerd van al onze voornemens die we in onze aanvraag hebben 
opgenomen. En dat is een redelijk strak format waar je dingen in moet aangeven, he waar je die 
verantwoording voor aflegt. Dus dan heb je die verslagen ook wel nodig om daar invulling aan te geven. 
Eh, dat waren eigenlijk al mijn vragen. Ik weet niet of u zelf nog wat kwijt zou willen over het 
netwerk. Wat ik mogelijkerwijs nog zou moeten weten of dat er nog documenten zijn die u heeft. 
Ehh, we hebben wel wat beschrijvende informatie opgesteld voor de EJN, die wel gedeeld kan worden. 
Ik ben momenteel niet op kantoor, maar daar ga ik wel naar kijken. Ik heb ook een collega die, eh, met 
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name in de aanloopfase betrokken is geweest, en eh, twee collega’s die het project oprichting hebben 
gedaan, eentje werkt nog bij ons, de ander niet, maar ik kan hen wel vragen of zij wat meer kunnen 
vertellen over de startfase van eh, het netwerk. 
Dat zou heel fijn zijn! 
En, ja ik heb daar gewoon weer het stokje van overgenomen, dus ik ben vooral bezig met ja, de 
voortzetting van het netwerk. 
Ja, nu is het natuurlijk ook een belangrijke periode voor jullie. 
Ja! Het is wel spannend, want 13 mei sluit de mogelijkheid om de aanvraag, eh, de aanvraag te doen 
voor de operation grant.  
Ja, en wanneer horen jullie dan of dat mogelijk is? 
Poeh, dat weet ik niet, daar kunnen maanden overheen gaan. 
Maar, maar ik moet zeggen, het is geen garantie, maar het is de Commissie die ons op dat spoor gezet 
heeft, dus dat maakt het ook wat kansrijker. Dus het feit dat zij hebben gezegd, als je het in die vorm 
doet, ja, dan heb je natuurlijk wel een grotere kans dat het lukt, de kans is groter, dan dat je het helemaal 
uit jezelf doet en het een onverwachte aanvraag is.  
Ja, want de Commissie ziet er dus zelf ook heel veel nut in? 
Ja, ja, dat komt ook wel omdat zij.. Zij hebben er ook nog wel een iets andere agenda erbij, zij, eh, dat 
eh, ze zijn namelijk vanwege de eurosceptische klimaat, zijn ze huiverig om weer met nieuwe richtlijnen 
te komen. Omdat ze denken dat dit alleen maar het anti Europese sentiment zal aanwakkeren. Dus zij 
proberen nu eigenlijk ook groepen lidstaten te werven om samen te werken op vrijwillige basis. Dus dat 
je met elkaar zegt, van, oké wij vinden dat we hier aan moeten voldoen, in plaats van dat het is opgelegd 
door de Commissie. Beetje dat het netwerk daarin een bepalende rol een speelt 
En hoe zien jullie dat zelf als netwerk? Vinden jullie dan ook dat jullie meer draagvlak moeten 
creëren door als jullie een formeel netwerk zijn, een website te maken en meer informatie te 
verschaffen? Investeren in de zichtbaarheid en laten zien dat je zelf als landen bent gaan 
samenwerken? 
Ja, ja, we willen vooral wat zichtbaarder zijn met een eigen website. En wat je nu ziet is dat de 
bijeenkomsten worden voorbereid waar we ter plaatse zeg maar, eh, heel veel informatie uitwisselen, 
maar bij de voorbereidingen is de informatie nog vrij summier. We willen eigenlijk naar een systeem 
waarbij je wat uitgebreidere documenten voorbereid die je dan ook met elkaar kan bespreken. Daar 
hebben we nu gewoon de capaciteit niet voor. En dan kun je, als daar draagvlak voor is, dat we kijken 
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van, kunnen we dan zelf conclusies opstellen van hoe we zelf vinden dat het zou moeten, als landen zeg 
maar. 
Kijk, niet alle landen zijn even ver, ook vooral qua financiële beperkingen. Maar qua intentie wilt 
iedereen dezelfde kant op. Geen controversieel onderwerp. 
Oké, dat is een fijn gegeven. Hartstikke bedankt voor uw tijd! Als u me dan, ja, even zou kunnen 
laten weten of ik eventueel in contact kan komen met uw collega’s en wilt kijken voor het stuk 
voor de EJN, dan hoor ik dat graag. En mocht u zelf nog vragen of opmerkingen hebben, dan 
heeft u mijn e-mailadres en telefoonnummer waar u mij op kan bereiken. 
Ja, ja, komt goed. Het is nu meivakantie, dus ja, eh zeker de collega’s met kinderen zijn nu slecht 
bereikbaar, maar ik zal het meteen gaan vragen, ja, of het goed is als ik hun contactgegevens doorgeef 
aan jou. En graag gedaan! 
Oké, bedankt hoor, en fijne dag nog! 
Ja, tot ziens! 
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8.2 Interview II – in person - recorded 
Coordinator Investigation, Innovation and strategy, former coordinator International Victims’ 
Policy, initiator of the ENVR. 
Nou, daar gaat ‘ie, er wordt nu opgenomen. Goed, ik doe dus mijn thesis over de ENVR als 
transnationaal netwerk. Het had mijn interesse gewekt omdat ik ook een master Rechten doe dus 
vandaar dat ik een interesse had voor slachtofferrechten. Het is een descriptief onderzoek, dus het 
onderzoek draait om het beschrijven van het transnationaal netwerk in kwestie. Ik heb al met de 
heer (..) gesproken, hij heeft me al veel verteld, en me ook in contact gebracht met u. 
Oké, ja goed. 
Dan als eerste vraag: 
Kunt u het proces beschrijven dat uiteindelijk leidde tot de creatie van het netwerk?  
Ja, misschien nog wat toelichten, want destijds bij de oprichting van de ENVR werkte ik bij de cluster 
slachtofferbeleid en nu niet meer. Nu zit ik meer op strategie dus het is enige tijd geleden. Ik moet dus 
even terug graven. Ik, dus eh, heb, ja eh, heb sinds 2002 werkte ik bij dat cluster, dat is dus best lang. Ik 
heb het een en ander meegemaakt over de slachtofferrichtlijn die er toen was, het Kaderbesluit was dat. 
En toen kwam de onderhandeling over de minimumnormen, heb ik in Brussel meegemaakt. En eigenlijk 
ja, in dat hele proces van beleidsvorming, had ik zoiets van, het is nuttig als lidstaten meer gaan 
samenwerken op het gebied van slachtofferbeleid. En dat, eh, ja, dat idee, kreeg eigenlijk steeds meer 
een vorm in mijn hoofd. En ja, als je een idee hebt dan ga je dat met mensen bespreken. En toen kwam 
er een uitvraag bij ons, van goh he, het Stockholm programma het beleidsprogramma, dus ja, eh, het 
beleidsprogramma, liep af, en er moest een opvolger komen. Wat zouden wij daar als Nederland dan 
wel in willen hebben? En toen heb ik dat idee van een slachtofferrechten netwerk ingebracht. Dat is toen 
ook opgenomen in de opvolger van het Stockholm programma. Maar het is ook meegenomen in het 
Nederlands voorzitterschap van de EU, dus zo ja, is het balletje gaan rollen. 
Dus er kwamen toen kansen voor zo’n netwerk door het Stockholm programma?  
Ja, ja, er kwamen kansen. In mijn beleving, dat Europees kaderbesluit voor de versterking van de positie 
slachtoffers, de Commissie had het idee dat niemand dat goed had geïmplementeerd. Dat denk ik zo 
van, ja oké, dan gaat er toch wat leven, want als het idee is dat niemand het goed doet. Dus als we zo 
doorgaan met die richtlijn, zitten we over een paar jaar met hetzelfde probleem, dat landen het niet goed 
implementeren. Die normen worden zo breed gehouden waardoor iedere lidstaat ruimte krijgt om te 
interpreteren zodat het in een eigen rechtssysteem past, en toch moet je zorgen dat het voor iedereen 
werkt, iedereen vindt er zijn eigen gading in. Dat is ook logisch, maar daardoor zie je dat iedere lidstaat 
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het anders interpreteert dan de Commissie. En wat je ziet in Europa is dat ze heel goed zijn in het maken 
van regelgeving, maar als je in beleidsproces kijkt, regelgeving dat is maar een van de stappen. Je hebt 
de implementatie, en je moet kijken of het in de praktijk zo werkt, en een proces van bijstelling. En dat 
zag ik niet niet in Europa. Er werd niet gewerkt aan de onderliggende problemen. En wat ik ook merkte 
in de onderhandelingen dat de problemen waar lidstaten mee worstelen, ICT systemen bijvoorbeeld, dat 
heeft veel gevolgen voor de uitvoering ervan. En als je wilt dat het beter gaat in Europa met de 
slachtofferrechten, moeten we als lidstaten meer met elkaar praten waardoor we beter snappen hoe 
elkaars rechtssystemen werken. Dus ja, eh, dat was eigenlijk, ja, zo’n beetje de aanleiding. 
Eh, ja oké. Als vervolgvraag daar op, Nederland heeft het netwerk geïnitieerd, met support van 
andere landen. Hoe verliep de samenwerking omtrent het opzetten van het netwerk? Hoe zijn ze 
tot die contact group gekomen eigenlijk? 
Ik weet even niet goed wat jij bedoelt met die contact group..? 
Dat is Slowakije, Ierland en Frankrijk, zo had ik het begrepen van (..). 
Ja, ja. Want er is ook ja, eh, in de discussie over het Stockholm programma waren er een aantal lidstaten 
die samen met Nederland uiteindelijk een position paper gemaakt wat er in het Stockholm programma 
moest komen en daar zaten uiteindelijk deze lidstaten bij.  Dat is uiteindelijk een brief geworden en dat 
was uiteindelijk een voorstel aan de Commissie met betrekking tot slachtofferbeleid. En vanuit die groep 
hebben we toen een bijeenkomst gehad met de PV (Permanente Vertegenwoordiging, red.) in Brussel, 
die positief stonden tegenover ons voorstel, daar was een lunch georganiseerd voor de landen die goed 
stonden tegenover ons voorstel. Daar is onze bedoeling in uitgelegd en gevraagd wie ons daarmee 
zouden willen helpen. Toen waren deze landen, ja dit waren de landen die zich er in wilden inzetten. 
We zijn heel erg bezig geweest met hoe we zo’n netwerk konden financieren. En eh, je hebt natuurlijk 
een soort van kosten aan de netwerken, ook al, ja he, zouden lidstaten het zelf financieren. Het kost 
alsnog wel veel om zo’n conferentie te organiseren. Toen bleek dat de Commissie wel geneigd was om 
gelden beschikbaar te stellen, toen konden we een beroep doen dus op die Europese financiering, toen 
werd het heel concreet, en toen kwamen die drie landen. 
Ja, want bij het aanvragen van die action grant hebben die drie landen ondertekend heb ik 
begrepen? 
Ja, ja, precies, dat moet je altijd met meerdere lidstaten doen, ja, nou ja, dat is natuurlijk ook beter. Heeft 
geen zin om een netwerk op te zetten als je het enige land bent die een netwerk wilt, ha ha. 
Ik ben er toen inderdaad achter gekomen, dat die drie lidstaten betrokken zijn geweest bij het 
aanvragen van de action grant en dat verder alle landen in de EU participeren, behalve 
Denemarken geloof ik. 
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Ja, ja, kan wel kloppen hoor. Dat weet ik niet precies, want daarna, nou ja, ik ben alleen bij het idee en 
bij het lobbyen betrokken geweest. En toen ik op het punt kwam van oké nu komt het project, toen heeft 
een collega van me overgenomen, (..), die heeft het samen met (..), (..), overgenomen. (..) heeft (..) 
ondersteund in dat hele proces, en toen ben ik, ik ben toen iets anders gaan doen. In ieder geval, toen 
heeft (..) het van me overgenomen. 
Oké, oké, ja ik heb zo een gesprek met de heer (..), ja, oké interessant. Eh, oké, dus dat voorstel 
kwam, die position paper waar u het over had, daar kwamen dus al landen op af die het daar wel 
mee eens waren? 
Ja, ja, nou ja, de internationale directie die trekt dan zo’n proces waar ze samen met andere landen gaan 
kijken van hoe gaan we dat werkprogramma voor de EU, wat willen we daar in hebben en hoe gaan we 
dat bewerken. Uiteindelijk dus een brief geworden, en mensen hebben toen aangegeven wat volgens hen 
de belangrijkste prioriteiten waren. Nou, in die brief, en dat is wel opvallend, daar zie je dus dat, even 
kijken hoor, dat ja, dat slachtofferrechten een groot deel uitmaken van die brief, en in het hele document. 
Ja dat is wel bijzonder, dat dat zo prominent in de brief terecht is gekomen. En dat heeft ook wel gebracht 
dat er een basis was om zo’n netwerk op te richten. En ja, de Commissie was ook enthousiast, en nou 
ja, dat heb je wel nodig. 
Ja, snap ik. Er was dus enigszins wel eensgezindheid over slachtofferrechten, maar waren er 
moeilijkheden bij het opstarten van het netwerk met betrekking tot verschillende intenties van de 
verschillende landen of de Commissie?  
Er zijn wel een aantal. Slachtofferbeleid is niet iets waar mensen tegen zijn. Het is geen politiek 
omstreden onderwerp. De andere kant daarvan is dan wel dat maar weinig mensen zich er hard voor 
willen maken. Het scheelt dan wel dat wij in die tijd, hadden we een staatssecretaris die er heel veel aan 
wilde doen, was wel heel slachtoffer-minded maar bijvoorbeeld, in dat plan voor dat post Stockholm 
programma heeft de VK (Verenigd Koninkrijk, red.) er op aangedrongen om het een virtueel netwerk te 
laten zijn, die wilden geen fysiek netwerk, die wilden gewoon, nou ja, iets digitaals. Dus dat hebben we 
toen in de tekst gefietst. Die zagen dat niet te zitten om een fysiek netwerk te hebben wat bij elkaar 
kwam. Mijn zienswijze is wel dat er vertrouwen nodig is en mensen die elkaar kennen en dat heb je 
nodig om verder te komen. Maar goed, ik dacht toen, beter dan niks, dus dat hebben we toen opgenomen. 
Dus als er meer landen waren die het daarmee eens waren moesten we dat maar accepteren, maar ik was 
er niet heel blij mee. Dus toen dacht ik wel oh, jee.. Polen wilde niet meedoen, omdat wij op een heel 
ander dossier anders wat problemen hadden. Diplomatieke dingen, internationaal heb je daar best wel 
last van, dat je merkt dat je op je eigen dossier tegen problemen aan loopt die niet met jou te maken 
hebben. De VK is voor ons normaal altijd wel een belangrijke speler, hebben altijd wel dezelfde ideeën, 
ligt wel een beetje in het verlengde van ons. Toen de VK zo’n beetje tegen was, vond ik dat ook lastig 
Maar goed, dat is ook goed gekomen. En de financiering, de ophanging, bezorgde ons eigenlijk de 
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meeste hoofdbrekers. Geen grote opbrekers, maar het was wel een beetje van, hoe kunnen we dat nou 
financieren en ophangen. Daar hebben we ook wel met verschillende partijen buiten de overheid 
gesproken. We hebben bijvoorbeeld met het EJN gesproken over hun betrokkenheid, want ze zijn 
natuurlijk al een netwerk op justitie gebied, dus dat zou in principe mooi zijn als ze slachtoffers 
meenemen in hun opdracht. Wat zij doen is vrij dader gericht, maar wel uitvoerings gericht dus hele 
concrete zaken en casussen gericht en dat paste niet helemaal wat wij wilden, namelijk meer een 
beleidsclub. Ze waren niet heel negatief, maar ook niet heel enthousiast, dus van daar gaan wij onze 
schouders onder zetten. Ze waren niet echt tegen, maar het was niet dat ze zeiden, ze wilden zich niet 
echt hard maken ervoor. En op zich wel bereid tot samenwerken maar ze zagen zichzelf nog niet per se 
als host van dit netwerk. Eh, een ander belangrijke partij is Victims Support Europe, dat is natuurlijk de 
Europese organisatie voor slachtofferhulp organisaties, en die hadden een beetje gemengde gevoelens 
erbij. Die hadden zoiets van wij zijn al een Europees netwerk, en wat gaan jullie dan doen. Die wilden 
ook wel graag aan tafel zitten, net als de Europese Commissie. Dat bracht gelijk ook wat lastige 
afwegingen met zich mee, want slachtofferhulp is in de lidstaten heel verschillend georganiseerd. In 
Nederland hebben slachtoffers best een belangrijke positie, maar in andere landen is dit toch echt anders, 
want daar zitten die slachtofferorganisaties wat meer in de mensenrechten hoek, waardoor het meer een 
beetje slachtoffer tegenover staat is. Wij kregen al snel de indruk dat niet alle overheden zaten te wachten 
op dit soort organisaties. Het zijn ook natuurlijk niet overheidsorganisaties. Dat was ook met de 
Commissie lastig, want dat is dubbel, want het is dezelfde organisatie die je op je vingers tikken, 
waardoor landen toch niet het achterste van hun tong laten zien en dat wil je natuurlijk juist wel in zo’n 
netwerk. Je wilt dat we elkaar kunnen helpen, vooral de lidstaten die het wat moeilijker hebben, en 
misschien zijn dan de voortrekkers van het netwerk een beetje het voorbeeld. Maar dat helpen lukt alleen 
als je als lidstaat volledig open en transparant kunt communiceren. Dat is dus lastig als, ja, als er dus 
andere partijen bij zitten die een andere agenda hebben dan de lidstaten. 
Ja, want ik had uit de Council Conclusions begrepen dat de Commissie wel, best wel bij wat dingen 
wordt betrokken. En ik kan me voorstellen dat zo’n netwerk die draait om die richtlijn, die 
implementatie daarvan, dat de European watchdog, daarbij aan tafel zit. Maar, dat is, wat ik 
begreep uit het gesprek met (..), was dat ook omdat de Commissie 80% van het netwerk heeft 
gefinancierd, en dat daar een compromis in moest worden gesloten waar ze wel en niet bij 
aanwezig moesten zijn. Heeft u daar zelf problemen aan ondervonden? 
Ik weet niet hoe dit later is gelopen, maar goed, in beleidsland is het wel, wie betaalt bepaalt, dan weet 
je ook wel dat als de Commissie betaalt, dat zij ook invloed hebben. Mijns inziens heeft dat nooit tot 
grote problemen geleid, maar ik weet niet hoe dit verder is gelopen. 
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En die, die civil society groups en NGO’s, die Victims’ Support Europe waar u het net ook al over 
had, die krijgen ook een rol toebedeeld in zo’n netwerk, in de Council Conclusions, dat ze worden 
uitgenodigd etcetera. Weet u wanneer het nodig wordt geacht dat ze erbij zijn? 
Nee, nee, dat weet ik niet nee. 
Het EJN is bijvoorbeeld geen NGO, in die zin wel meer justitie. Van officieren en rechters. Wel meer 
gericht op internationale samenwerking. En het doel van het netwerk dat had verschillende doelen 
eigenlijk. Behalve de implementatie van die richtlijn en samenwerking in cross border cases als het gaat 
om schadevergoeding. Maar wat ook de wet minimumnormen regelt is ook grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking voor slachtoffers. Daar is eigenlijk nog niks voor geregeld, een heel blanco terrein. Daar 
zou de EJN wel iets mee kunnen. En daar denk ik dat de EJN daar in betrokken moet worden waar dat 
kan. 
Dat ze dan bij zo’n onderwerp betrokken worden? 
Ja, ja, dat als zij grensoverschrijdende zaken hebben, dat ze niet alleen maar denken aan overdracht van 
onderzoek, maar ook nadenken over het slachtoffer in de zaak, waar ik iets mee moet, die ik moet 
beschermen. Dus, eh, ja, dat ook het slachtoffer bewustzijn in cross border zaken omhoog gaat. Dat is 
ook een van de eh, enerzijds is het netwerk voor een goede samenwerking tussen de lidstaten dus ja, 
goede toetsing van de uitvoering van de minimumnormen, anderzijds heeft mijns inziens het netwerk 
ook echt als doel om te bevorderen dat ook in de praktijk van cross border zaken veel meer 
samengewerkt wordt als het gaat om slachtoffers. En dan had je wel Victims Support Europe, waar alle 
Europese slachtofferrechten organisaties in betrokken zijn, maar dat was echt vooral echt een lobby 
netwerk in Brussel, maar zij deden, in ieder geval in die tijd, ik weet niet hoe het nu is, niet veel voor 
slachtoffers in cross border zaken. Dus zij vormden geen liaison als het ging om het slachtoffer. Dus stel 
dat een Nederlander in Spanje slachtoffer wordt en terugkeert in Nederland, dan wil je eigenlijk wel dat 
Slachtofferhulp Nederland het in die zin gaat oppakken. Maar daar is helemaal niks voor geregeld, dus 
heel vaak weet Slachtofferhulp Nederland niet dat er slachtoffers zijn die dan terugkeren. Dus in die 
richtlijn, wordt er nu wel geregeld wie er verantwoordelijk is voor de informatieverstrekking aan het 
slachtoffer. Maar dat moet nog wel concreet handen en voeten krijgen. Wat we hier wel eens meemaken, 
dat was toevallig ook Spanje, dat slachtoffers dan een brief in het Spaans krijgen, met een brief met een 
deadline van 2 weken op het moment van versturen. Nou ja, tegen de tijd dat de post hier belandt en het 
vertaald is, ja, dat werkt gewoon niet. Dat soort dingen moet worden opgelost en beter, en daar moet je 
om de tafel voor zitten met elkaar volgens mij. En er was dus ook tot het moment, van de oprichting van 
dit netwerk, geen structureel overleg over slachtoffers, om dit soort dingen op te pakken. 
Wel vreemd eigenlijk, dat er al een Victims’ Support Europe is, maar dat er toch veel gaten zijn 
die nog moeten worden gedicht. 
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Ja, ja, maar in Nederland is Slachtofferhulp Nederland een goede positie, maar in heel veel landen is dat 
natuurlijk anders. In sommige landen heb je ook heel veel verschillende slachtofferhulp organisaties. 
Die organisaties zijn zo verschillend in opzet, financiering, in omvang. Ik kan me heel goed voorstellen 
dat Victims’ Support Europe zich moest beperken tot het lobbyen en zichzelf zichtbaar maken. Maar 
goed, ik denk nu, als ik de ontwikkeling in Nederland zie, en de toegenomen mondigheid van 
slachtoffers, je kan niet, ja ik denk, als je regels gaat maken en ze niet naleeft en niet uitvoert, dat is het 
meest ondermijnende voor het vertrouwen van de burgers in de overheid. Dan denk ik, dan kun je 
helemaal geen regels opstellen, want, als je wel regels maakt en mensen houden zich er niet aan, dan 
werkt het niet. 
Oké, want, ik had ook begrepen dat de Commissie dat ze wel echt een voorstander waren van het 
netwerk en dat dat ook was, met een dubbele agenda omdat ze niet wilden dat er nóg een richtlijn 
zou komen in het euro sceptische klimaat. 
Ja, nou, dat speelde wel mee denk ik, nou, sowieso was er op het gebied van slachtoffers, lag het niet 
echt voor de hand als de Commissie wéér met een nieuwe richtlijn zou komen, daar was ook bij de 
lidstaten niet echt draagvlak voor. Zo’n netwerk, dat is dan voor de Commissie, dat kunnen ze in een 
plan zetten dat ze dat gaan doen. Eh, he, en dan doe je toch iets zonder dat je met hele nieuwe regelgeving 
komt. Dat is ook wat ik eerder bedoelde met, kijk Brussel is heel goed in regelgeving maken, maar daar 
blijft het wel een beetje bij. Dat is mijn beeld he, op het terrein van slachtoffers heb ik dat zo ervaren, 
op een gegeven moment van dat Kaderbesluit he, voor slachtoffers. Dan moet je gaan communiceren 
hoe ver je bent met de implementatie, heb je verschillende rondes voor. Dan krijg je als lidstaat zelf een 
vragenlijst hoe het is gegaan. Nou, dan schrijf je als beleidsambtenaar op dat het allemaal heel goed 
geregeld is, want ja, dat vindt jij ook. Wat naar mijn idee natuurlijk niet de meest effectieve evaluatie 
oplevert. In de afgelopen decennia is er een nieuw instrument ontwikkeld, de International Victim 
Survey, door Jan van Dijk, wat een hele mooi instrument is om slachtoffer tevredenheid te meten. Maar 
op de een of andere manier, ja, ik weet niet, dat was geregeld op VN niveau en daar werd de stekker 
uitgetrokken. Toen is er wel geprobeerd om op Europees niveau te doen, maar dat was Eurostad, 
uiteindelijk was dat, Eurostad was er geen voorstander van waardoor het van tafel is gegaan. Maar ik 
denk dan, als je echt wilt weten hoe de stand van zaken is, de beste manier is om de slachtoffers zelf te 
vragen. En die survey is een heel mooi instrument dat dat kan doen. En met die implementatie is dat 
hetzelfde. Je ziet wel echt dat er dan een schot zit tussen wat Eurostad doet en wat wij doen. Hetzelfde 
is dat de EJN een website had met alle rechtssystemen in de Europese lidstaten en dat is overgeheveld 
naar, ik ben even kwijt hoe het is gegaan, waar je terecht kan. De richtlijn zegt dan dat we slachtoffers 
zo goed moeten informeren over wat ze kunnen doen. En dan het EJN, wat al een paar pagina’s heeft 
voor slachtoffers in alle talen van de EU, alleen wat ontoegankelijk en gedateerd want het werd niet 
goed bijgehouden. Dus wij hadden een plan gemaakt om die website helemaal up to date te houden. Met 
filmpjes, etcetera. En dan zie je in Brussel, dat zijn allemaal kolommen, en Eurostad was het daar niet 
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mee eens. Dus dan loopt dat weer spaak. Dat soort dingen gebeuren dan niet, dat zit dan blijkbaar toch 
te veel in kolommen, ze zijn heel erg gericht op regelgeving als output en niet op dit soort dingen.   
Ja, want het is in die zin wel opmerkelijk dat de Commissie wel zo betrokken wilt zijn bij de 
inhoud van het netwerk. Dan vraag ik me af, wat doen ze dan met die informatieverstrekking die 
wordt gedaan door het netwerk naar de Commissie?  
 Nou, ik denk dat het voor de mensen die bij de Commissie werken, dat het voor hen wel echt nuttig is 
om te horen hoe, he, waar lidstaten tegen aan lopen. Voor de Commissie is het ook interessant om te 
horen wat er speelt in de lidstaten. Maar ik zie ze nog niet een instrument ontwikkelen naar aanleiding 
van het netwerk en wat er besproken wordt. Het blijft een beetje in hun eigen kolom. Ik weet niet of dat 
te maken heeft met hun capaciteit. Maar volgens mij zou de Commissie er ook meer uit kunnen halen 
als ze er meer mee bezig zouden zijn. Dus verschillende beleidsterreinen. Dus dan werd er gewerkt aan 
confiscatie, en dan denk je, daar kun je slachtoffers ook bij betrekken. Maar dat doen ze dan niet, of nou 
ja, dat moet dan echt vanuit ons komen. Dus in die zin komt samenwerking tussen de kolommen komt 
niet goed tot stand. Je zou willen dat de Commissie er dan een rol inspeelt, maar dat gebeurt dan niet, 
en dat is dan jammer. Elke kolom heeft een eigen taak. 
Ik begreep wel, van meneer (..), dat het ENVR wel overlegt met andere netwerken wat ze doen, 
dus niet dat ze in elkaars vaarwater gaan. Dus dat is dan op zich, goed dat dat dan zelf wordt 
gedaan. 
Ja, weet je, het is op zich al belangrijk, doordat je dan nu het ENVR hebt die met EJN spreekt, staat het 
slachtoffer ook meer op de agenda van de EJN. Dat is ook een kwestie van prioriteit in de slachtoffer 
rechten en in die regelgeving. Dat kost gewoon tijd. Daar moet je in investeren, en daar zijn we nog niet 
helemaal, dat dat overal goed gebeurt. 
Komen er vragen van derden over jullie werkzaamheden? Wat doen jullie hier dan mee? 
Ik weet het niet zo goed, om dat ik er niet meer zo bij betrokken ben. Het is in NL wel meer om 
beleidsmaker bij elkaar te zetten, maar dat we vanuit casussen werken en als dit en dit dan mis gaat, wat 
dat betekent voor andere actoren. Op Europees niveau zullen er ook wel casussen ter sprake worden 
gebracht, die input kunnen leveren voor andere zaken. 
Dan nog even terug naar de oprichting. Want ik begreep dat bij het toekennen van de action grant 
een bepaalde agreement hoort. Wat wordt hier precies in afgesproken? Concessies? 
Ik zou het niet zo goed weten, heb het zelf ook niet gezien. Het is ook geen gepubliceerd document. Wat 
ik weet, het is een aanvraag voor een projectsubsidie. Dus je moet heel veel dingen aanleveren, je doel 
van je netwerk en wat je gaat doen, je moet het heel concreet maken. We leggen het op deze manier 
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vast, enzovoorts. Dit zal in die agreement terugkomen, van, dit zijn onze resultaten en dit is wat het gaat 
kosten.  
Want, heeft de Commissie in die zin, dat financiële, de financiële power, omdat het gaat om de 
gelden die worden toegekend, of heeft de Commissie ook heel duidelijk zijn eigen agenda naar 
voren gebracht in die agreement? 
Nou, nee, volgens mij niet zo. In die voorgesprekken die we hadden met de Commissie kwam wel heel 
duidelijk naar voren dat zij die richtlijn betreffende de schadeloosstelling, de compensation, dat die 
meegenomen zou worden in het netwerk. Dat liep namelijk nog niet zo soepel. Dus er is een overleg 
met de contactpunten van de schadefondsen. Er zit dus wat samenwerking tussen de schadefondsen in 
de lidstaten. De termijnen, met Spanje bijvoorbeeld, wat ik net zei, dat je als slachtoffer binnen twee 
weken moet reageren terwijl de brief in het Spaans was. Er gaan van allerlei dingen mis, die 
contactpunten zijn niet in staat om dat op te lossen, en de Commissie wilde dus dat dat onderdeel zou 
worden van het netwerk. Dus ook dat die specifieke richtlijn zou worden opgenomen in het netwerk. 
Maar dat vond ik zelf ook een goede, dus dat was niet echt strijdig met onze eigen ideeën. Dus geen hele 
grote concessie of zo, in mijn beeld van het netwerk paste dat wel. 
Dus ze hebben ook wel wat inhoudelijks ingebracht, naast het geld en de goedkeuring van het 
idee? 
Ja, ja, ze hebben daar ook concrete ideeen en wensen bij, en ik kan me voorstellen dat ze meedenken 
over de specifieke ideeën die op de agenda staan. Maar als ik terugdenk, dan is dat niet dat de Commissie 
dat bepaalde ofzo, maar meer meedenken.  
Oké, en als ik het goed begrijp is het netwerk opgericht voor 2 jaar, voor de action grant, en nu 
evalueert de Commissie het netwerk van, gaan wij die operation grant verlenen. En dan is het wat 
serieuzer, en wat groter. Maar ik vroeg me af of, aangezien u wat meer betrokken was bij het 
begin, vroeg ik me af of er van te voren al werd gezegd van joh, of er bepaalde voorcriteria werden 
gesteld door de Commissie? 
Nee, nee, totaal niet. Nee, er waren verder geen voorwaarden vanuit de Commissie. Anders dan hoe 
lossen we het financieel op en wat is haalbaar daarin. Ja kijk, er is wat weerstand om zeg maar weer 
Europese instituties te blijven oprichten, dus je ziet wel wat aarzeling. Zo van, niet weer een Europees 
instituut of netwerk. Maar meer omdat het meer uitdijt met meer onderwerpen waar weer 
samenwerkingen in komen. Dus daar was wel wat aarzeling en wat zorg en hoe zorgen we nou dat het 
niet een bureaucratisch iets wordt maar dan ook echt gaat werken. Maar er zijn verder van te voren wel 
weinig inhoudelijke afspraken gemaakt. Mijn beeld vooral was van is het nou wel nuttig en is er wel 
veel te vertellen. Dus mijn idee was, nou laten we het gewoon doen, vanwege die nieuwe richtlijn 
minimumnormen hebben we wel wat te bespreken. En het idee is ook dat je elkaar later digitaal wat 
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makkelijker kan opzoeken, dus dat het netwerk over gaat naar digitaal. Dus een website creëren zodat 
je makkelijk informatie kan delen. Dan zou dat betekenen dat we feitelijk wat minder bij elkaar hoeven 
komen. Dus daar hebben we het wel over gehad, maar daar zijn geen voorwaarden uitgekomen, en dit 
is niet vastgelegd, en mijn idee was, nou ja, laten we maar gewoon beginnen voor twee jaar. En het 
bewijst zichzelf wel, en als het niet nuttig blijkt dan zien we het wel, en dat is dan ook prima. 
In de Council Conclusions begreep ik inderdaad ook dat de Commissie die evaluatie doet in 
samenwerking met het netwerk. 
Ja, ja, dat klopt. Als een deel van de lidstaten geen mensen meer sturen naar die meetings en zo, dan 
moet je jezelf ook gaan afvragen of een netwerk nog zin heeft. Dus dat is logisch. 
Want Nederland heeft het netwerk dus geïnitieerd, in hoeverre is Nederland ook echt drukker geweest 
met het netwerk dan de andere lidstaten? 
 
 
Ja, veel, veel meer. Ja in mijn idee, wij hebben het eigenlijk vooral helemaal georganiseerd, ook dat 
aanvragen van de action grant is vanuit Nederland gedaan. Daar hebben de andere drie landen (de 
support group, red.) wel aan meegedacht en meegelezen met de stukken, in hoeverre zij opmerkingen 
hebben gemaakt weet ik niet meer zo goed, maar het leeuwendeel van het werk was echt het werk van 
Nederland. Ik weet niet hoe dat later verlopen is met de andere bijeenkomsten, maar echt de hele 
aanloop, dat was echt ons werk. 
Ik denk ook wel, ja Nederland was natuurlijk ook wel een van de landen in de EU die het goed voor 
elkaar had, dat andere mensen dachten van die hebben het wel op orde. En Teeven was ook wel bekend 
als dat hij voor slachtoffers was, echt slachtoffer-minded. Het werd ook niet gek gevonden dat het van 
ons kwam. Nou ja en dan zie je ook, dan zie je ook dat we dit kunnen doen, je hebt natuurlijk dat je als 
Nederland draagvlak moet vinden, maar het begint al dat je als beleidsmedewerker draagvlak binnen je 
eigen cluster. Dat was een heel proces. Het was mijn idee, maar er hebben heel veel mensen aan 
meegewerkt om het op de agenda te krijgen. Je zit natuurlijk niet overal aan tafel dus daar heb je meer 
mensen voor nodig. Dus, ja onze internationale directie heeft er ook een hele grote rol ingespeeld. En 
dan werkte het weer zo dat ik spreekteksten maakte, en dan zat dan daar weer iemand die pleitte voor 
dat netwerk. 
Ik ben toen, ik heb toen een andere functie gekregen, en dan verdween dit netwerk weer naar de 
achtergrond. Ik ben heel blij dat ik dit heb kunnen realiseren. Daarom vond ik het ook leuk dat je zo’n 
mailtje stuurde.  
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Ik denk ook dat de Commissie zelf nooit een netwerk had opgestart, uit angst voor het sceptische klimaat. 
En dat ze daarom zo blij waren dat wij er mee kwamen. Kijk en wat ik had gemerkt, was dat, he, in de 
aanloop naar die richtlijn minimumnormen kwamen er lidstaten bij elkaar om gesprekken te voeren over 
die richtlijn. En daarna, toen die richtlijn er eenmaal was, zakte dat weer helemaal in. Dat ik dacht, ja, 
maar voor de lidstaten begint het nu pas. En in die zin vond ik het belangrijk om elkaar op de hoogte te 
blijven houden en op de hoogte te blijven van elkaars systemen. En hoe meer dat je dat doet, dat op de 
hoogte blijven van elkaars situatie. Denk ik, hoe betere richtlijn je kan maken. Ja, kijk, de richtlijn staat 
bol van de compromissen, er zitten echt dingen in waarvan ik denk, dat moet je niet willen. Kijk, die 
individuele beoordeling van slachtoffers, daar zitten echt enorm ingewikkelde dingen in. Wat in nog 
geen een ander land operationeel land was, wat eigenlijk ook helemaal niet rijp was om in regelgeving 
op te nemen. De Commissie komt met een voorstel, en als lidstaat sta je dan al 1-0 achter, want je kan 
dan namelijk niet meer op ieder punt discussiëren, je moet echt je battles kiezen. En dat is anders dan 
nationale wetgeving maken, dan heb je zo veel rondes, zo veel gesprekken. Zo’n richtlijn maken gaat 
dan ook veel sneller. En dat vind ik gevaarlijk, want dat zou dan eventueel kunnen leiden naar het 
verslechteren van een slachtoffers positie in plaats van een verbetering.  
Dus daar hoop ik ook voor dat zo’n netwerk helpt, dat door van elkaar te leren, een volgende richtlijn 
beter is. Ook omdat de Commissie er dus in is betrokken, en dus ook op de hoogte wordt gesteld waar 
lidstaten mee worstelen. Dat was een beetje mijn ideologische invalshoek, ha ha.  
Oké, ik ben wel door mijn vragen heen. Ik weet niet of u nog wat wilt toevoegen.  
Ik vind het heel leuk dat het vanuit de lidstaten is gekomen, dat heeft wat mij betreft echt een meerwaarde 
ook. En voor mij, een van de belangrijkste dingen is de ICT component bij de verschillende organisatie 
en dat is echt nog een blinde vlek, ook wel nationaal maar in Europees aspect al helemaal, hoe veel tijd 
dat kost, om die systemen aan te passen. Ik hoop dat dat netwerk gaat helpen om die richtlijn 
implementeren in alle landen. Het is veel te kort, de tijd die is gegeven, hoe je alles omzet. Als de 
regelgeving klaar is en door het parlementaire traject gelopen is kun je pas gaan bouwen met ICT 
voorzieningen. Dat heeft echt nog wel enige tijd nodig. Dat is wel een van de redenen ook dat we die 
implementatie termijn niet gehaald hebben. Nou ja, weet je, ik hoop dat we daar wat meer over kunnen 
praten in Europa. Dit is bewustwording, dus uitvoerbare regelgeving, en daarin is ICT wel een 
belangrijke component. Dat wat uit Brussel komt echt uitvoerbaar is, dat zit in ICT, maar zit ook in 
andere dingen hoor. En dat soms dus ook, dingen niet worden uitgevoerd omdat het niet goed uitvoerbaar 
is. 
Oké, en daar ziet u dus ook de meerwaarde in zo’n netwerk in, dat er ook wat meer interactie is 
tussen de Commissie en de lidstaten? 
Ja, ja.  
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Dus het is meer dan dat de Commissie geld heeft gegeven en dat dat verantwoord moet worden? 
Ja, dat is natuurlijk ook zo, ha ha. 
Maar het is, zoals ik het nu begrijp, één van de componenten van het netwerk. Want er is dus ook 
een soort ratio dat er dialoog moet ontstaan tussen de Commissie en de lidstaten? 
Ja, ja, zeker. In mijn beleving zitten er bij de Commissie ook hele bevlogen, betrokken mensen die ook 
het beste willen voor slachtoffers, maar hun positie, omdat ze zo ver van de praktijk zitten, is hun rol 
wel anders. En het is aan de lidstaten om dat aan hen te laten zien. En dat wij ook meer gaan beseffen 
van, als land, dat we meer kennis krijgen over de rechtssystemen in elkaar zitten. Als je als Europa meer 
samen wilt optrekken, uiteindelijk zul je meer op elkaar moeten gaan lijken. Op het moment dat 
criminaliteit over grenzen heen gaat, en dat gebeurt in steeds verdere mate. Dus je zult steeds meer cross 
border cases krijgen. Als je dat goed wilt oppakken, heb je elkaar nodig, en dat je naar elkaar toegroeit. 
Dat hoef je niet per se als harde doelstelling op te schrijven. Maar dat gebeurt vanzelf als je met elkaar 
in gesprek gaat en elkaar probeert te begrijpen. Dan ga je vanzelf meer op elkaar lijken. En dan denk ik 
dat we daar allemaal baat bij hebben, niet om dat af te dwingen maar op een natuurlijke manier. En in 
zo’n netwerk kan dat dan op een informele manier, met ook nog eens het betrekken van de Commissie. 
Oké, nou super bedankt! Dit was het wel denk ik.  
Oké, ja ik hoop dat je er wat aan hebt gehad! Ik ben natuurlijk meer betrokken geweest bij het opzetten 
en nu niet meer zo involved als eerst, moest ook nog wat documenten op zoeken om mijn geheugen 
weer een beetje op te frissen. Die mag ik je helaas niet geven trouwens, want die worden ook niet 
gepubliceerd. Maar ik hoop dat ik je zo verder heb geholpen!  
 
  
83 
 
8.3 Interview III – in person - not recorded 
Coordinating policy maker at the ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, detached from the 
ministry of Security and Justice. 
Geschiedenis 
Op 9 februari is het subsidieverzoek ingediend. Het duurt dan heel lang voordat je antwoord krijgt. 
Ondertussen kregen we wel positieve signalen. Dus we zijn wel gewoon doorgegaan, dat betekende dat 
we bijvoorbeeld in november een preparatoire meeting gehad in Luxemburg. In juni had ik een cursus 
in Trier, in Duitsland, vlakbij Luxemburg. Luxemburg was toen in de tweede helft van 2016 voorzitter, 
dus leek het ons goed om daar de preparatoire meeting te laten zijn, dus ben ik toen naar Luxemburg 
geweest. Tijdens die meeting hebben we voorvragen gesteld, en ons afgevraagd welke onderwerpen dan 
belangrijk zijn.  
Op 19 februari hadden we dan de echte bijeenkomst, dus vroegen we ons af wat we daar dan zullen 
doen. Dit hebben we besproken met de vier landen die het verzoek hebben ingediend. Verder hebben 
we, grosso modo, alle onderwerpen besproken die behandeld zouden worden. 
Kunt u het proces beschrijven dat uiteindelijk leidde tot de creatie van het netwerk?  
Het was (..) idee, naar aanloop van het Nederlands EU voorzitterschap. Er zijn een paar dingen bij elkaar 
gekomen. Nederlands voorzitterschap, slachtoffer richtlijn, en dat heeft zij gecombineerd tot, we moeten 
daar over praten, over die richtlijn, we moeten een netwerk oprichten. Nederland was een van de beste 
jongetjes van de klas op het gebied van slachtofferrechten, en (..) was een ontzettend enthousiaste 
deelnemer aan alle andere losse bijeenkomsten, waardoor ze veel mensen kende. Dus ik denk dat dat de 
reden was dat andere landen het niet gek vonden. En binnen Nederland is het zo dat slachtofferzorg bij 
Teeven een boost heeft gekregen. Hij wist er veel vanaf, voormalig officier van justitie, waardoor hij 
het heel belangrijk vond. Het is natuurlijk ook een goed politiek onderwerp, dat is opgevolgd door van 
der Steur. In die tijd had ik een aantal klussen, en het oprichten van het netwerk is een zo’n klus geweest. 
Mijn eerste taak had te maken met het overhalen van de mensen, de landen. De PV (Permanente 
Vertegenwoordiging, red.), op 9 januari ben ik daar als eerste naar toe geweest, en heb ik met een aantal 
landen gesproken. We hadden een contactpersoon bij de PV, en dat was iemand die mensen kende en 
die slachtofferrechten in de gaten had. Dus die is gaan praten met andere PV vertegenwoordigers. Dus 
toen heb ik voor een stuk of 10, 12 landen een lunchpraatje gehouden. De tweede taak die ik heb gedaan 
is een subsidie verzoek. Onder het Stockholm programma werd er eigenlijk gevraagd, wie wilt er een 
action grant krijgen voor het onderwerp slachtoffers. Zo’n action grant heeft dan bij het indienen van 
een verzoek als voorwaarde dat je ten minste één land, twee landen mee hebt. En dan kun je als optie 
hebben dat ze mee betalen aan het netwerk, of ze doen mee met de organisatie. Toen hebben Ierland, 
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Slowakije en Frankrijk zich aangemeld. Slowakije voornamelijk omdat die na ons voorzitter is. Ierland, 
gewoon omdat ze het belangrijk vonden en hetzelfde geldt voor Frankrijk.  
Hoe verliep de samenwerking omtrent het opzetten van het netwerk? Wat waren de motieven van 
de vier landen om in het netwerk deel te nemen?  
Altijd overal over eens. Daarom zijn we ook bij elkaar geweest, om elkaar te leren kennen. Een keer bij 
elkaar geweest in Bratislava, dat je elkaar een keer in de ogen kijkt. Daarna telefonisch. Dat is wel strak 
gegaan, in die zin dat ik een agenda maakte en die hakten we dan ook meteen door waarna ik een verslag 
maakte met actie punten. Ik heb samen met (..) al die dingen gedaan, het schrijfwerk, de relaties. In 
Brussel bij de PV was pas de ontluikende fase. Het is pas echt begonnen toen ze zich hadden aangemeld 
om mee te doen met het subsidie verzoek. Toen heb ik samen met mijn collega bij de internationale 
directie helder opgesteld wat er in dat verzoek kwam, en naar die landen gestuurd. Zij moeten een 
formulier invullen dat ze mee willen doen. Ze waren ook bereid om de meetings in Parijs en Bratislava 
te laten plaatsvinden. Een vierde zou in Dublin kunnen, maar Engeland was een onzekere factor 
vanwege de mogelijke Brexit. Mijn afdelingshoofd en ik zijn naar Engeland en Warschau geweest, 
omdat Polen terughoudend was. Duitsland zijn we heen gegaan omdat het een groot land is, niet omdat 
die twijfelde. In Duitsland hadden we een afspraak met de directeur, dus ging onze directeur ook mee. 
Kunt u me vertellen wat de organisatiestructuur van het netwerk is? Hoe is alles geregeld in deze 
structuur? (NGO’s, Commissie) 
NGO’s worden uitgenodigd omdat zij de betrokkenen bij het onderwerp zijn. Zij weten wat voor 
slachtoffers belangrijk is. Het is dan de kunst om hun standpunten tijdig mee te nemen, wat over het 
algemeen leidt tot een fijne samenwerking. NGO’s zijn vaak activistische groepen, dus sommige landen 
wilden bijvoorbeeld VSE (Victims’ Support Europe, red.) er niet bij hebben en andere landen weer wel. 
Toen bij de preparatoire meeting waren ze er niet bij, en op 19 februari, de eerste meeting, waren ze er 
in de ochtend bij. Het is altijd zoeken naar compromissen. Verder proberen we de agenda’s de polsen 
op elkaar in Brussel, zodat we alles kunnen bespreken. De PV is belangrijk geweest met bepalen wie er 
wel en niet mochten worden uitgenodigd bij de meetings van het netwerk. Zij zijn namelijk bekend met 
dit soort gevoeligheden.  
Kunt u mij aangeven hoe de procedure van informatieverstrekking binnen het netwerk verloopt? 
De informatieverstrekking van de meetings worden gedaan door het gastland. 
Hoe wordt de evaluatie gedaan van het netwerk?  
Nederland moet ontzettend veel verantwoording afleggen vanwege het feit dat zij de action grant hebben 
aangevraagd tegenover de Commissie. De contact group heeft deze verantwoordelijkheid niet. In het 
subsidieverzoek hebben we heel gedetailleerd moeten weergeven wat je krijgt en wat je ermee gaat 
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doen. Welk deel betalen wij, en welk deel betaalt de Europese Commissie. Daarom is die 
verantwoording zo belangrijk tegenover de Commissie. Het laatste deel van de gelden krijg je pas als je 
alles hebt ingeleverd voor de verantwoording.  
Wat zijn de redenen voor het doorspelen van informatie besproken op de meeting? 
Om te verbinden, dat het onderwerp gaat leven in het land. En om te laten zien aan de bazen van de 
beleidsmakers wat ze hebben gedaan tijdens de meetings. We hebben tegen elkaar gezegd, belangrijke 
onderzoeken die we doen in ons eigen land, die gaan we delen met elkaar.  
Resultaat van een meeting 
Je kunt alleen maar adviserende dingen doen als netwerk. Link met de Haagse Conferentie voor 
Internationaal Privaatrecht: internationale club die verdragen maakt wereldwijd. Daar ben ik allemaal 
betrokken bij geweest. Het is een ‘Guide to practice’: niet bindend, maar als je bij een rechtszaak komt 
kent de rechter het ook. Zo zou je het ook kunnen zien bij wat we bespreken in het netwerk, met de 
uitleg van de slachtofferrichtlijn bijvoorbeeld.  Als er een rode lijn is in interpretatie van die richtlijn, 
kun je dat vastleggen in een guide. Als er geen rode lijn is, kun je dat ook vastleggen in zo’n guide. Maar 
als er een paar landen zijn die hetzelfde doen, dan kun je met elkaar leren: er komt dan een norm naar 
boven. Dit kan dan ook weer inspiratie opleveren voor andere landen om toch met de implementatie 
door te gaan. Het aspect van het netwerk is dat het een makkelijk onderwerp is om gezamenlijk iets mee 
te doen, omdat je de slachtoffers een betere positie wilt geven. 
